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INTRODUCTION 


The chapters of this book are reprinted from two volumes of my 
Collected Studies published by Variorum Reprints: the first ten from 
Byzantium and the Slavs (1971), the last two from The Byzantine 
Inheritance of Eastern Furope (1982). The first of these volumes has 
long been out of print. 


These twelve studies may be divided thematically into three 
groups. The first is concerned with the general aspects of Slavo- 
Byzantine relations; the second with specific features of the accultur- 
ating process, and with the reciprocal nature of these relations; while 
the third group of studies is concerned with the contacts between 
Byzantium and medieval Rus’. 


1 

Our picture of Slavo-Byzantine relations will gain focus and clar- 
ity when seen in the wider context of Byzantium's relations with its 
northern neighbors (Chapter Two). Only the early phase of these 
relations — from the death of Justinian I (565) to the conquest of 
Bulgaria by Basil II (1018) — is examined here. In the history of 
eastern and south-eastern Europe these four-and-a-half centuries 
proved both formative and dramatic. The invasion of Byzantium's 
Balkan provinces by the Slavs, which began on a massive scale in 
Justinian's reign and threatened in the seventh century the Empire's 
very existence, was followed, after A.D. 800, by the revival of its mil- 
itary and political fortunes and by the Byzantine reconquest, in the 
early years of the eleventh century, of virtually the entire Balkan 
peninsula. Though it proved temporary, this reconquest marked the 
highest point achieved by Byzantine imperialism in Europe during 
Middle Ages. By the same date and by peaceful means the Slavo- 
Varangian state of Rus' had been induced to accept the religion and 
many of the cultural values of Byzantium. 

This expansion owed much to the success of Byzantine diplo- 
macy. Based on Roman foundations and seeking its warrant in the 
Christian tradition, this diplomacy has a triple aim: to defend the 
Empire's security in the hour of danger; to forestall attacks by its 
neighbors by building beyond the frontiers a chain of dependent 
states and communities, half-subjects and half-allies of Byzantium, 
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which, like the foederati of ancient Rome, were su 
its borders in exchange for imperial protection and 
government; and thirdly to bring to these pagan ‘barbarians’ jj 
message and the benefits of Christianity. Mainly defensive in cha, = 
ter, Byzantine diplomacy repeatedly saved the Empire from edes 
tion, gaining for Christendom and for Europe extensive territories à z 
the Balkans and to the north of the Black Sea. The principles m 
methods of diplomacy (Chapter One) deserve further study. 


Byzantine diplomacy usually operated across frontiers, mi 
political, or cultural. The study of these frontier zones is an integral 
part of the historical geography of the Byzantine Empire. Ambassa- 
dors and missionaries used land routes, travelling up river valleys, 
over plains and across mountain passes, to the South Slav neighbors 
of the Empire south and north of the Danube; while the envoys to 
the more distant Russians sailed across the Black Sea, landing in one 
of the Byzantine dependencies in southern Crimea, especially in 
Cherson. In the history of Slavo-Byzantine relations the frontier 
appears either as a barrier or as a bridge. These frontiers were often 
shifting and impermanent, moving outward from the political centres 
of the Empire and following a movement of colonization which in 
some respects resembled that of the North American frontier. The 
frontier was thus an essential factor in a process that social anthropol- 
ogists and some historians call acculturation. It occurs when societies 
with different cultures come into direct and prolonged contact with 
each other, a contact resulting from ethnic migration and leading to 
cultural diffusion (Chapter Twelve). 


pposed to gua: d 
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II 
A form of cultural diffusion which is given special prominence in 
medieval sources are Byzantine missions. These often filled a dual 
Purpose: to establish or confirm the emperor’s sovereingty over neigh- 
boring pagan tribes and nations; and to bring to these same pagans 
the knowledge of the Christian Gospels. Hence the Byzantine mis- 
| usually acted as the representative abroad both of his emperor 


rae 
à s true of most celebrated of all Byzantine missions to the 
E i by Constantiae (Cyril) and Methodius, It was born in the 
ond half of the ninth out of the Byzantine need to evange- 
5 frontier in their native language, @ 
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need which in 862 became urgent and specific. Envoys from the ruler 

of Moravia, a Slav principality in central Europe, arrived in Constan- 

tinople asking for a Slav-speaking Christian missionary. Moravia had 

already been partly converted by German priests under Frankish con- 

trol, but its ruler, fearful for its country's independence, probably 

wished to counter their influence by that of a Slav-speaking clergy 

owing allegiance to Byzantium. The two brothers from Thessalonica, 

whom the emperor chose to head this religious and political mission, 

translated from Greek and Slavic, with the help of the newly invented 

Slav alphabet, the Byzantine liturgical offices, the Christian scriptures 
and other religious and secular works. Thus was created, by Constan- 
tine and Methodius and their closest disciples, a new literary language, 
known today as Old Church Slavonic. In the early Middle Ages it 
became, after Greek and Latin, the third international language of 
Europe and the common literary idiom of the Bulgarians, the Serbs, 
the Ukrainians, the Russians and the Rumainians, who through their 
conversion to Christianity gained entry into the Byzantine cultural 
commonwealth. The nature of Cyrillo-Methodian tradition — Slavic 
in form, and at first largely Greek in content — made it an effective 
channel for the diffusion of Byzantine culture in Eastern Europe 
(Chapters Seven and Nine). 


During most of the Middle Ages Constantinople and Thessalonica 
were the mainsprings of this diffusion. Constantinople, the birthplace 
of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission, remained until Methodius’ death in 
885 its principal point of reference. Thessalonica, the second city of 
the empire, was only slightly less involved in this mission's subsequent 
history. Not only was it the two missionaries’ native city, and the 
object, during their long sojourn abroad, of their nostalgia and long- 
ing for home. It was also the centre of the cult of Thessalonica's heav- 
enly protector, the “great martyr” St Demetrius, the patron of the 
Cyrillo-Methodian mission (Chapter Eleven). 


In more than one Slav country the cult of St Demetrius of Thessa- 
lonica, and the enthusiastic acceptance of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradi- 
tion, combined to instill both in the educated and unlettered classes a 
veneration of Byzantium and its religion: not least in Russia, where a 
number of early medieval writings breathe a heady air of a cultural 
springtime, coming from an awareness that the Slavs, by receiving the 
Christian scriptures and the liturgy in their own language, have 
acquired a distinct historical identity (Chapter Eight). 
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The history of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission is an exam 
of the most successful — of the cultural influence exerted by 
upon its Slav proselytes. But acculturation is by definition a two-w; 
process; so in studying it we would expect to find evidence of a ee 
movement, from the periphery towards the center, or — in historical 
terms — of an influence exerted on Byzantium by the Slavs, 


Perhaps the most notable example of such a reverse influence is 
offered by the relations between Bulgaria and Byzantium in the tenth 
and eleventh centuries. In the first half of the tenth century there arose 
on Bulgarian soil a movement known as Bogomilism. Its founder 
appears to have been a Bulgarian Slav priest, by the name of Bogomil 
‘The sect to which he gave his name was historically an offshoot of the 
Dualist movement which, through its Paulician and Manichaean 
antecedents, goes back at least as far as Gnosticim. From its original 
home, probably in Slavic Macedonia, the Bogomil movement spread to 
many areas of the Byzantine Empire, enjoyed a brief though spectacu- 
lar vogue in Constantinople, survived in Bulgaria until the late Middle 
Ages, spread westward to Serbia and Bosnia and, in the late twelfth 
century, exerted a powerful influence upon the Cathar (or Albigensian) 
movement in Southern France. It is an example —the most strikingly 
successful in the whole of the Middle Ages — of a spontaneous and 
popular movement of resistance to the patterns of Byzantine culture, 
fighting Orthodox Christianity on its own ground and with its own 
‘weapons (Chapter Ten). 


ple — one 
Byzantium 
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In the third group of studies the focus shifts to medieval Russia. 
The country’s relations with Byzantium and its heritage are discussed 
‘Several angles. In the field of ecclesiastical politics the Russians 
have wrested from the Empire in the late Middle Ages 
concessions, the nature of which can probably teach us a 
t f this diplomacy as about the Russians’ attitude 
> its claims of hegemony (Chapter Four). This 
lous and at time shifting, is explored in rela- 

al period, and reasons are sought for the 
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determination. Finally, in the 1870s the rise in Russia of a genuine 
tradition of Byzantine scholarship diminished, without altogether 
eradicating, the inveterate proclivity to value judgements passed on 
Byzantium (Chapter Six). In one of these pieces an attempt is made to 
discuss the nature of Russia's Byzantine Heritage in more general 
terms, by viewing it in a European context. This essay, published in 
1950, and some others as well, seem in retrospect to contain in 
embryo some of the ideas I later developed more fully in my book 
The Byzantine Commonwealth (1971). 

The author whose shorter writings are reprinted in this way may 
well find it difficult to avoid the occasional overlap or repetition. The 
reader patient enough to peruse these chapters consecutively will find 
no difficulty in identifying these recurrent passages. I have thought it 
best not to remove them, leaving the text more or less as it was in its 
original form. 

Another problem arises from the time-span measured by these 
pieces: together they cover a period of some thirty years. Had my 
views on a number of problems not changed at all during that length 
of time, this might well have been cause for alarm. I am well aware 
that, writing today, I would at the very least have altered the tenor of 
some of the arguments and phrased certain passages differently. Yet 
here again I have resisted the temptatiion to rewrite extensively, believ- 
ing that most readers would prefer to have these studies as they origi- 
nally were. Mostly I have confined myself to citing in the notes recent 
editions of primary sources, and adding references to what seemed to 
me the more important new secondary material. 

It remains to thank the original publishers of these pieces for per- 
mission to reprint them in this volume, Variorum Reprints and Dr 
John Smedley for similar permission, and SVS Press for its help and 
forbearance. I am particularly indebted to Dr Paul Meyendorff, my 
copy-editor, for the care, vigilance and learning he brought to prepar- 
ing the text for publication. 

D.O. 


Oxford 
1 April 1993 


CHAPTER I 


THE PRINCIPLES AND METHODS 
OF BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY* 


It is scarcely surprising that the diplomacy of the Byzantine 
Empire still awaits its historian. A full-length and comprehensive sur- 
vey of this subject — involving of necessity a study of the Empire's 
relations with almost every nation of Europe, with the whole of west- 
ern and part of central Asia, and with northern and eastern Africa as 
well — would be indeed a formidable undertaking. Attempts have 
been made to survey the whole field of Byzantine diplomacy, but only 
briefly and sketchily: the most successful, perhaps, are those of Charles 
Diehl and Louis Bréhier. For the rest, the student must gleam his 
information from the standard text-books of Byzantine history, from the 
existing studies of the Empire's relations with specific foreign powers, 
and especially from monographs devoted to particular reigns — for 
instance from Diehl's book on Justinian I, from Runciman's mono- 
graph on Romanus Lecapenus, from Rambaud's study of Constan- 
tine VII, and from D. J. Geanakoplos’ recent work on the western 
policy of Michael VIII.! 

These studies, brief or partial, of Byzantine foreign policy have 
done much to pave the way for some future scholar possessed with 
the necessary knowledge and industry to attempt a comprehensive 
study of the Empire's diplomacy. Such a scholar would find, moreover, 
that much of the source material relating to this subject has already 
been listed and analyzed with admirable clarity: Professor Dólger's 
Regesten and Professor Moravesik’s Byzantinoturcica, for example, 
have amply supplemented and extended K. Dieterich’s older, but still 
useful, compedium of Byzantine ethnology. It seems to me, however, 


*Actes du XIF Congrès International d Etudes Byzantines, Y (Belgrade, 1963), 45-61. 
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that more preparatory work must be done before we can hay, 
detailed and comprehensive account of Byzantine diplomacy ,. > 
whole — of its principles and methods, its ideals and techniques. sa 
failures and achievements; and that in the meantime more limited y its 
dies of the Empire's foreign policy in specific areas may well pro ae 
the most fruitful starting point. : Vide 

The aim of this paper is to attempt such a limited study in relati 
primarily to one such area. From the spectacle of Byzantine dij * 
macy at work, grappling with concrete problems, in this area dis 
the course of centuries, a general picture will, it is hoped, panes 
which will be used in the second half of the paper as a basis for E 
overall assessment of some of the principles and methods of Byzant in: 
diplomacy. S Ee 

The area to which I shall, in the main, confine myself i; 

part of this paper lay beyond the northern borders of he crise 
This, broadly speaking, was the region limited in the west by the plain 
of Hungary and in the east by the Caspian Sea. It stretches over the 

Carpathian Mountains, the south Russian steppe and the lowlands 
the north of the Caucasus. It is bounded in the north by a meis 
extending over the lower courses of Dee due 

5 ‘ urses of the great Russian rivers — th 

Dniester, the Dnieper and the Don — i 3 
i n — and whose tips come to rest on 


us Surm Danube in the west and on the lower Volga in the east. It 

ves serena with the area of which a geo-political description is 

ae ane chapter of the De Administrando Imperio; 

Monat Ks Peu m this region is described therein is 
evidenc im i 

the Byzantine statesmen of the tenth century. 


© any 


ma rthern borders C. i i 
tus was etnies ers Constantine Porphyrogeni- 
of Ls si to a concern that underlies the whole history 


Se drawn into the i 

attacks and ito Orbit of Byzantium, whose 
Whose fears, invasions ee fiiy records of the Empire, and 
‘Statesmen in C tions d 50 severely the ingenuity of the 
Empire was e ee considerable part of its history the 
[esp epu frontiers — and often its very life 

of Russian arg "tern invader, of Hun and Bulgar, of Avar 
UE De tole played by Byzantium in 
as the guardian of Europe's east- 
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ern frontier against oriental expansion and northern attacks is now, 
indeed, widely recognized; but it is perhaps not always appreciated 
how much the preservation of civilization in Eastern Europe was due 
to the skill and resourcefulness of Byzantine diplomacy. And it was 
partly in response to the northern challenge that was forged, in the 
course of centuries, by steadfast faith and lucid thinking, by careful 
study and observation, by trial and error, that Imperial diplomacy 
which surely remains one of Byzantium’s lasting contributions to the 
history of Europe. The fact that Byzantium in its dealings with the 
barbarians generally preferred diplomacy to war is not surprising: for 
the East Romans, faced with the ever-present necessity of having to 
battle on two fronts — in the east against Persians, Arabs and Turks, 
in the north against the steppe barbarians and the Balkan Slavs — 
knew from personal experience how expensive in money and man- 
power is war. 

In considering the ways in which the statesmen of Byzantium 
endeavoured to meet the challenge presented to the security of the 
state by its northern neighbors, it may be convenient to consider in 
turn the principal sectors in which these neighbors impinged on the 
strategic and diplomatic position of the Empire. There were, it seems 
to me, three such sectors, which served as the pivots of Byzantine 
diplomacy on the northern frontier: the Caucasus, the Crimea and the 
Danube. 

The importance of the Caucasian sector to the Empire's security 
was a matter of elementary geo-politics: for at the two extremities of 
this great isthmus separating the Black Sea from the Caspian the 
Graeco-Roman civilization of the Mediterranean met and frequently 
clashed with the westward expansion of Asiatic powers: in the north 
with the nomads of Eurasia, pressing toward the Black Sea and the 
Danube; in the south with the great powers of the Middle East, push- 
ing toward Asia Minor and the Bosphorus. Both these westward 
movements spelled constant danger to Byzantium, and the efforts of 
Imperial diplomacy in this sector were directed as much at achieving a 
favorable balance of power in the lowlands north of the Caucasus, as 
to creating a bulwark against possible attacks of Persians, Arabs and 
Turks through Asia Minor towards Constantinople itself. The close 
relationship that always existed, in the strategy of the Empire’s gener- 
als, in the mind of its diplomatists and in actual fact, between Byzan- 
tium’s eastern and northern fronts is nowhere more apparent than in 
the Caucasus sector. And the basic aim of Byzantine policy in this 
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sector was always the same: to build a chain of alli 

from the lower Volga and the Sea of Azov to endis ee 
Their peoples could render the Empire services consonant Armenia, 
geographical position and military resources: in the sixth ps their 
instance, on the eastern coast of the Black Sea the Zichi. eeu 
Abasgi could enable the Byzantine fleet to Operate in gee us 
waters and could hold the left flank of the Empire's fion eeu 
front; further south the Lazi and the Tzani guarded the eno 
the northern coast of Asia Minor; the Georgians in the central ES 
sus and the Alans further north stood guard over the Caspia Mes 
and could prevent the steppe nomads from Asia from striking eae 
across this mountain pass at Byzantine Asia Minor. All these foie 
sian peoples were successfully wooed by the diplomacy of ostia : 
the first four were converted to Christianity in the sixth century b : 
Byzantine missionaries, and the new ecclesiastical organization set ip 
in their lands proved a powerful means of keeping them within ie 
political orbit of Fast Rome. And the roads and fortresses which the 
Byzantines built in these countries were the material counterpart of 
the flattering but less tangible links which their rulers were induced to 
cement with the Imperial court of Constantinople. These outposts of 
n ue in the Caucasus could also be of considerable 
eae ur e Empire: thus the relations established by 
vies oe urks of Central Asia between 568 and 576, 
ni see cue to import silk while circumventing the Per- 
iei hé e routes from China to the Black Sea, depended 
Mire trade route that skirted the northern shores of 
i. 255 central Caucasus range, reached the Black 
The cee continued by sea via Phasis to Trebizond." 
: VR EM shed retained its strategic value for the 
al p ! of the eleventh century. The Alans, 
already described Procopius as “friends of the Romans from of 
l old"? had become ie the tenth century the linchpin of Byzantine 
1 ine po MAD Sector. They were converted to Christian- 
$ onaries in the first half of that century. The 
vam i Byzantium, and Constantine Por- 
des tutes in checking possible Khazar 
Crimea. Their ruler, who held the Byzantine 
of the three Imperial satellites of that 
“spiritual son."* The impor- 
between Byzantium and 
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the Arabs — was fully recognized by the Imperial diplomatists of the 
Macedonian period. Their policy of bestowing high-sounding titles on 
Armenian princes to ensure their political docility led to the annexa- 
tion of part of the country by Basil II, and of the remaining part in 
1064. But soon the battle of Mantzikert sealed the doom of Byzantine 
hegemony in Transcaucasia. 

At the northern extremity of the Empire's Caucasian front lay a 
region of peculiar strategic importance: the lowlands between the 
lower Volga and the Sea of Azov offered easy transit to nomadic 
invaders from Asia heading towards the Black Sea and the Danube, 
or southward to the Caucasus and beyond. The peoples who dwelt in 
this area, if they were friendly to the Empire and sufficiently powerful, 
could be counted on to guard the eastern extremity of the European 
“steppe corridor" and, generally, to help preserve the balance of power 
along the whole length of the Empire's northern front. The Byzantine 
statesmen were quick to realize the urgent need of securing a strong 
ally in this sector: and on two occasions they succeeded in this task. In 
the first half of the seventh century a powerful barbarian kingdom 
arose in the triangle between the sea of Azov, the lower Volga and the 
northern Caucasus; known to the Byzantines as *Old Great Bulgaria," 
its rise to power was undoubtedly due to East Roman support. Its 
ruler Kovrat had been brought up and baptized at the court of Con- 
stantinople, and the spell cast upon him by his memories of the Impe- 
rial city served the Empire in good stead: Kovrat, a close friend of the 
Emperor Heraclius, his vassal, ally and godson, himself a patrician of 
the Roman Empire, offers a striking example of a satellite ruler, faith- 
fully guarding the interest of Byzantium in the north. This successful 
experiment was soon repeated by the Empire: for when in the middle 
of the seventh century, “Old Great Bulgaria” was displaced and con- 

quered by the Khazars, the Byzantines transferred their support to the 
newcomers. And during the next two centuries the Khazar Empire, 
the most civilized and ordered of states created by the Turkic peoples 
in the early Middle Ages, remained Byzantium’s most constant and 
valued ally in the north. It is possible that in the eighth century the 
Khazar alliance did much to save Byzantium from the Arab menace, 
for if the Khazars had not halted the northward thrust of Islam on the 
Caucasus, the Arabs might well have invaded the steppes of South 
Russia, appeared on the lower Danube, and outflanked the whole 
Byzantine system of defence. Though the interest of the two powers 
occasionally clashed — notably in the Crimea — relations between 
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Constantinople and the Khazar capital of Iti on the lower Vol, 
were generally friendly and close; as the Book of Ceremonies Shows 
in the diplomatic protocol of Byzantium the Khazar khagan ranked 
among non Christian foreign rulers second only to the khalife or 
Baghdad. Once again — in the second half of the thirteenth century 
— did the lands to the north of the Caucasus play their Part in that 
balance of power which the Byzantine statesmen always sought to 
establish in the Pontic steppes: for, in accordance with the age-long 
traditions of Byzantine diplomacy in this sector, the alliance con- 
cluded by Michael VIII with the Tatars of the Golden Horde was 
partly aimed at exerting pressure upon a hostile neighbor of the 
Empire — the Bulgarians. 

In the central segment of the great semi-circle that marked the 
effective limits of Byzantium's sphere of interest in the north, half-way 
between its tips that rested on the middle Danube and the lower 
Volga, lay the second sector of the Empire’s northern front. Until the 
early thirteenth century the Byzantine possessions in the Crimea, 
above all the city of Cherson, acted as the northern outpost of Byzan- 
tine diplomacy in the steppe: their importance was partly economic, 
for the Crimea provided Byzantium with the raw materials of the 
hinterland — fish from the rivers of South Russia, salt from the Azov 
“ech honey ia the forests further north, and sold to the 

: manufact red articles of Byzantine industry. Politically, 
Cherson and its neighboring region, subject or vassal of the Empire, 
Tig. ur eat observation post, a watch-tower planted on the very 

e "x of south Russia which Deus 

x "anxious to influence and control. It was from the 
Crimea that Justinian’s government could follow the moves of the 
d on both sides of the sea of Azov, and, by à 
up internal strife among them, ward off 
Balkans. Thus, from Byzantine Crimea, could the 
9 the northern barbarians, the traditional 
“divide and rule,” or at least, when this proved 
"Words of Rostovtzeff, “weaken and watch." And. 
Honored methods of Roman diplomacy, Byzan- 
region, to counterbalance the Huns, a useful 
— the Crimean Goths. The security 
nded as much upon the watch- 
upon the influence it wielded in 
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to its Crimean outpost with grim determination, struggling to preserve 
it from Khazar domination, attempting, not always successfully, to 
canalize into lawful channels the traditions of Greek municipal auto- 
nomy, which were always strong in Cherson. And in the late ninth 
century the wisdom of this policy of hanging on to the Crimea 
became forcibly apparent. The appearance of new barbarians on the 
northern horizon forced the Empire hastily to build up a new balance 
of power in the steppes. The first of these new intruders were the 
Pechenegs. This barbarous Turkic people was then threatening the 
whole western section of the Empire's northern front, from the sea of 
Azov to the Danube. Byzantine diplomacy met this challenge by a 
policy of readjustment. For the past two centuries it had relied, for 
preserving order in the steppes, mainly on the Khazars, but their 
power was fast declining; so, in the early tenth century, Byzantium 
turned to the Pechenegs. One has but to re-read the opening chapters 
of De Administrando Imperio to be persuaded of the crucial impor- 
tance of the Pecheneg alliance to the Empire during that century. 
They show quite clearly that for Constantine VII alliance with the 
Pechenegs is the corner-stone of Byzantine diplomacy in the north; for 
— as Constantine is at pains to explain to his son — if this alliance is 
kept, Byzantine Crimea is safe, trade with Russia can flourish, and the 
Empire’s northern enemies, Bulgars and Magyars and Russians, who 
tremble with fear before the Pechenegs, will not dare to attack, “I 
conceive, then,” the Emperor writes, “that it is always greatly to the 
advantage of the emperor of the Romans to be minded to keep the 
peace with the nation of the Pechenegs and to conclude conventions 
and treaties of friendship with them and to send every year to them 
from our side a diplomatic agent with presents befitting and suitable 
to that nation."5 It is understandable and significant that the respon- 
sibility for negotiating with the Pechenegs lay on the Governor of 
Cherson. ? 
The other factor which enhanced the importance of Byzantine 
Crimea in this period was the southward movement of the Swedish 
Vikings down the Russian rivers, and the foundation of the Varangian 
Russian principalities along the Dnieper waterway. The attacks they 
launched from Kiev in the century following their massive raid on 
Constantinople in 860 could be forestalled, if not prevented, by the 
intelligence bureau of the otpatnyós of Cherson. “Behold,” the Cher- 
sonites informed the Emperor in 944, “the Russians are coming in 
countless ships, and the ships have covered the sea."5 In vain the Rus- 
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sians sought to mop up this dangerous observation post. Cherson, it; 
true, fell to the armies of Vladimir of Russia in 989.90. but. AM 
providential irony of fate, the city, so long a focus of mis lonary e. b 
among the pagans of the north, took her captor captive: for yj, has 
mirs coup de main resulted in his marriage to the Emperors dee 
and in the conversion of Russia to Christianity, and Cherson exa 
returned to the Emperor by the Russian ruler in exchange for is 
bride. Thus did the missionaries and diplomatists of Fast Rome din 
for Christianity and for Byzantine civilization a territory which in ed 
exceeded the Empire itself. 
The third sector of the Empire's northern front was on the lower 
and middle Danube, the ancient “limes Romanus": and the Danube. 
in the true sense of the word, was much more of a "front" than the 
Crimea or the northern Caucasus. This too was a matter of geo- 
politics: for the lower Danube lies near the terminus of the “steppe 
corridor,” that immemorial highway for nomadic invaders from Asia: 
and for many of them, who had succeeded in avoiding the entangle- 
ments and traps laid for them by the Byzantine diplomats in the 
Caucasian and Crimean Sectors, the Danube proved no insuperable 
obstacle, and the road into the Balkans lay open. There is a significant 
contrast. in the strategic position of Constantinople, which explains 
much in the medieval history of south-eastern Europe: admirably pro- 
tected from attack by sea, the city lies open to a chance invasion by 
land, across the lowlands of Thrace; and we find that contrast stressed 
as early as the second century BC by Polybius; his remarks on the 
i ee soaked the ancient Greek city of Byzantium to attacks 
; aes worth quoting, for they seem to be almost a 
Leal bd Roman Empire's relations with its northern 
M Thrace" — Polybius writes — "surrounds the territory 
of the Byzantines ines On all sides, reaching from sea to sea, they are 
ae in an endless and troublesome war against the Thracians, for 
feasible, making preparations on a grand scale and win- 
decisive victory over them, to get rid once for all of on 
s and dynasts are too numerous. 
three more worse than the first arise and advance 
Nor can they gain any advantage by submitting 
definite contracts; for if they make any 
a concession raises up against them five 
they are involved in a never- 


more dangerous than a bad 


The Principles and Methods of Byzantine Diplomacy 9 


neighbor, and what is more dreadful than a war with barbarians? And 
besides the other evils that attend on war, they have to undergo (to 
speak poetically) a sort of Tantalean punishment, for when they. . have 
been rewarded by the production of an abundant and surpassingly 
fine crop, then come the barbarians, and having reaped part of the 
fruits to carry off with them, destroy what they cannot take away. The 
Byzantines can only murmur indignantly, and endure.” If for Poly- 
bius’ invading Thracians we substitute the northern foes of the East- 
ern Empire — Huns, Slavs, Avars, Bulgars, Magyars, Pechenegs, 
Russians and Cumans — and if to the patient endurance of the 
ancient Byzantines we add the capacity for military resistance so mar- 
vellously displayed by their East Roman successors in the city of Con- 
stantine, we shall have an admirable summary of the Empire's posi- 
tion on the Danubian front. 

It was in this Danubian sector — and in its southern extension 
into the Balkans — that Byzantine diplomacy met its most powerful 
and sustained challenge. Byzantine policy in this sector was dominated 
by the Empire's relations with the Slavs. The story is as chequered and 
painful as Polybius’ remarks would lead one to expect. Its main epi- 
sodes are prominently recorded in the contemporary sources: Justini- 
an's attempts — only partly successful — to hold the Danube by an 
intricate web of defensive diplomacy; the efforts of his successors — 
notably Justian II and Maurice — to replace Justinian's balance of 
power by a policy of strength against the Avar pressure on the 
Danube; Heraclius' alliance with the Serbs and the Croats against the 
Avars and his great victory against the northern barbarians in 626, 
offset by the continued and irresistible spread of the Slavs over the 
Empire's Balkan provinces; the collapse of Byzantium's Danubian 
frontier between 679 and 681, the invasion of the Bulgars and the 
foundation of the First Bulgarian Empire, which was several times to 
bring Byzantium to the brink of destruction; Byzantium's diplomatic 
counter-offensive north and south of the Danube in the second half of 
the ninth century; the desperate struggle with Symeon of Bulgaria 
who by his imperialist designs presented the diplomatists of Byzan- 
tium with a challenge the like of which they had never encountered; 
the uneasy equilibrium that followed, until the victorious armies of 
John Tzimisces, tearing asunder what remained of the First Bulgarian 
Empire, carried Byzantium's northern frontier back to the Danube; 
the rise of the Second Bulgarian Empire in the late twelfth century; 
the struggle of the dying Empire against the imperial designs of Ste- 
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phen Dušan of Serbia, which in so many ways recalls Byzantii 

contest with Symeon of Bulgaria four centuries earlier: su ich S 
the Danubian and Balkan sectors, the main phases of the Ea a 
diplomatic and military resistance against its northern neighbors, Dire 


eee 


From this picture of Byzantine diplomacy at work in 
sectors of the Empire’s northern front — the Caucasus, th 
and the Danube — there emerges, it would seem, a certain 
and recognizable pattern. To defend the borders of the Empire by 
nipping in the bud the attacks of the barbarians, the É0vn of ne 
Steppes; to extend as far as possible the boundaries of the Empies 
political and cultural hegemony by creating beyond the frontiers a 
chain of satellite states, whose loyalty to Byzantium was cemented by 


the three 
le Crimea 


East Roman diplomacy in the north. An i i 
k . And I believe that there is no 
s roii m essential continuity of this diplomacy than to 
with that of the Maced: 
Niobe Porph; 
Constantine, COEM and, perhaps, a 
5 zi Pupil of Justinian. For it was above all 
roy cose ined bequeathed to his successors that con- 
i as an intricate science and a fine art, in which 
p wer mal inteligens, economic cajolery and religious 
imperialism, And an almost irresistible weapon of defensive 


finally, to test this "ee ss 
We May pass from the real Continuity on a still deeper level. 
and uk ourselves the lm of technique to that of first principles 
by foreign policy on! w 


hat did the East Romans understand 


Byzantine Empire, in its essential 
“oat of Rome, Helen 
T n conception of law and government, the 
Es these i losophy, the Christian faith with its 

into the may fairly be claimed, were the basic 
ing of Byzantine civilization. And it 
influence. of these same three tradi- 
foreign policy. For these principles 


is of the 
Roman 
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were not just the product of ad hoc decisions: they were rooted in the 

view held by the East Romans of the nature and purpose of their 

Empire. The Byzantines believed that their Empire was, in principle, 

coextensive with the civilized universe, the Oikoumene, of which their 

Emperor was the sole legitimate sovereign. This, of course, is a char- 

acteristically Roman idea, for the Romans had already suffered from 

the egocentric illusion that their Empire embraced the civilized world. 

It was only natural that the Rhomaioi of Constantine's city inherited 

this uncompromising belief in the one Universal Empire. Thus Aga- 

thias, writing in the reign of Justinian, could state that the Emperor's 

dominions “embrace the whole world;"* and four centuries later Con- 

stantine Porphyrogenitus, the standard authority on Byzantine politi- 
cal theory, compared the Emperor's power, in its rhythm and order, 

to the harmonious movement given to the Universe by its Creator.? 
And this doctrine of the one Universal Empire, ruled by the Emperor 
who was the supreme legislator and the living law, was intransigently 
held by the Byzantines till the last days of the Empire. More particu- 
larly, the Oikoumene was held to extend over all countries whose 
inhabitants professed Orthodox Christianity and were bound, in a 
sense not easily definable in terms of constitutional law, by a common 
allegiance to the Emperor of Byzantium, the supreme head of the 
whole Christian world and God's representative on earth. By the mid- 
dle of the tenth century, as we see from The Book of Ceremonies, the 
Byzantine diplomatic protocol had evolved with some precision this 
notion of an Oecumenical society, an ordered hierarchy of subordi- 
nate states, satellites revolving in obedient harmony round the throne 
of the universal Autocrat in Constantinople. In this vast Common- 
wealth each nation was theoretically assigned its particular place, 
according to the excellence of its culture, the degree of political inde- 
pendence enjoyed by its ruler, the military resources he commanded, 
and the services he and his subjects could render to the Empire. This 
Byzantine Oikoumene, which Professor Ostrogorsky and Professor 
Délger have described so vividly, and which was evoked with great 
eloquence by the Russian scholar Lamansky in 1875,'° included the 
Orthodox Slav countries — Serbia, Bulgaria and Russia; and, with. 
scarcely an exception, the medieval rulers of these countries never 
questioned this vision of the one universal Christian Empire, destined 
to foreshadow on earth the Heavenly Kingdom, until the last days 
and the coming of Antichrist. When in the early tenth century 
Symeon of Bulgaria led his armies against Constantinople and 
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defiantly assumed the title of Emperor, he knew full well that to estab- 
lish a Bulgarian BaovAcia of his own was out of the question: his aim 
was not to rival or to supplant Byzantium, but to set himself up as a 
Roman Emperor in Constantinople. And the Byzantine Patriarch 
Nicholas Mysticus, who exerted all his diplomatic skill in an attempt 
to persuade Symeon to abandon this venture, saw this very clearly, 
Symeon's claim to world domination he castigated as Tyrannis, an 
unlawful revolt against the sovereign Emperor.!! And it is remarkable 
that the Patriarch, who was prepared to go to almost any length to 
appease the Bulgarian ruler, refused to concede the one essential 
point; against Symeon's imperialistic claims he solemnly reiterated the 
fundamental tenet of Byzantine political philosophy: the Empire, he 
wrote to Symeon, “stands above all earthly authority and alone on 
this earth was established by the King of all.”!2 It is remarkable that 
even Byzantium’s bitterest enemies in Eastern Europe implicitly 
accepted this notion of the Oikoumene, centered in Constantinople. 
This is just as evident in the policy of Stephen Dušan and in the title 
he assumed of Baov.eds kal obtokpátop Xepfitac Kai ‘Pwpaviac, as 
i in Symeon's designs. And the rulers of medieval Russia who, no 
than those. of Serbia and Bulgaria, jealously guarded their political 
| Satta independence, likewise recognized that the Emperor 
Raimi possessed. Supremacy and a measure of jurisdiction 
Christian nations, including their own. It is true that in the 
gal the fourteenth century the Patriarch of Constantino- 
vr ddp ue Grand Duke of Moscow for causing the 
idi entera omitted from the diptychs of the Russian 
: paming him of his obligations towards the oecumenical 
Emperor: LY Son,” he wrote to Basil I of Moscow, “you are wrong 
in saying ‘we have a Church, but not ‘Iti i 
r Bie: an Emperor.’ It is not possible 
‘Patriarch Christians i Church and not to have an Empire." And the 
ranch makes it quite clear that the sovereignty of the Byzantine 
Russia: “The Emperor. . is appointed basileus 
Romans — to wit, of all Christians.” But this 
against the basic principle of the 
» quite exceptional; and his son and successor 
ears of the Empire's history, wrote to the 
T in these terms: “You have received your 
*r to establish all Orthodox Christianity 
assistance to our dominions of 
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But the universality of the Empire was in fact, of course, a very 
relative thing: for beyond the confines of the Empire, beyond even 
those Christian countries which could still be regarded as part of the 
Byzantine Oikoumene, there dwelt in outer darkness the pagan £0vn, 
lesser breeds without the law. The Byzantines called them barbarians; 
now PdpBapoc, of course, is a Greek word, and for the ancient 
Greeks the barbarians were people outside the Hellenic world whose 
way of living, thinking and behaving was un-Greek. And the Byzan- 
tines borrowed this concept of “barbarians” from the ancient Greeks, 
but with the new cultural emphasis it had acquired in the Hellenistic 
age. In the remarkable mixture of races that made up the Byzantine 
Empire there was no place for any ethnic distinction between the 
Rhomaios and the barbarian. The Byzantines, it is true, would still 
call the non-Greek languages “barbarian;”!5 but the true distinctive 
mark of the Rhomaios was his membership of the Orthodox Church 
and his allegiance to the Emperor, the vicegerent of God. The barbar- 
ian, in principle, was now the pagan, outside the Emperor's direct 
jurisdiction. Once you accepted Orthodox Christianity you generally 
ceased, whatever your race and the language you spoke, to be a bar- 
barian. Writing of Kovrat, ruler of Old Great Bulgaria in the seventh 
century, the contemporary chronicler John of Nikiu states: “After he 
had been baptized with life-giving baptism he overcame all the barbar- 
ians and heathens through virtue of holy baptism.”!6 The culture of 
this Bulgar Christian ruler may have been somewhat crude: but it is 
clear that, in Byzantine eyes, he was no longer a barbarian. Similarly, 
in the late twelfth century the Christian Russians (tò zprotiavixd- 
tatov of ‘Pa yévoc), allies of Byzantium, are contrasted with the 
“barbarian” and pagan Cumans.!? 

The Roman idea of the One Universal Empire and the Greek, or 
rather Hellenistic, concept of “barbarians” were infused by the Byzan- 
tines with a metaphysical interpretation, borrowed from the tradition 
of Judaism and Christianity. The Byzantines believed that the political 
organization of this world is part of God's universal plan and is inti- 
mately bound up with the history of man's salvation. As the universal 
organism of the Roman Empire had providentially paved the way for 
the victorious advance of the Christian faith, so were the Rhomaioi, 
dedicated to the service of Christ by the Emperor Constantine, to reap 
where the First Rome had sown, and to bring the Gospel to all the 
peoples of the earth. So the Pax Romana was equated with the Pax 
Christiana, and the interests of the Empire coincided with the 
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advancement of the Christian faith. It is easy to say that the B 
missionary was the agent of East Roman imperialism. But Szantine 
haps not always realized how seriously most Emperors took e S LEN 
of converting the barbarians, To test the effectiveness of B ne duty 
foreign policy in any given period, the work of the Christian ae 
is nearly always a sure criterion, And there can be little scuba 
greatest period in the history of Byzantine missions begins in th; vy 
dle of the ninth century when the Empire's foreign policy, lon d 
defensive, and recently crippled by the Iconoclast crisis, USES ux 
i in all three sectors of the northern front. This expansio Ee 
Byzantine culture in the north led to the emergence, by the pee z 
Le eleventh century, of a new community of European maios 
bin ERA it Christian culture and a common allegiance to the 
Emperor of East Rome. The leading role in this peaceful 
rises ud the Byzantine missionary. In the history of 
E rh ds surely no greater period than the sixties of 
AS AM single decade, the Khazar khagan, who 
towards the Christians coc o RRM tema 
paasa (SNE NASEER tine and Methodius were 
i ean ere ae among the Slavs of Central Europe 
ay i Se ea auspices; Bulgaria was con- 
ya te Chr ian the Patriarch Photius, the instigator of 
bad aoon, y to announce that the Russians themselves 
E accepted baptism and acknowledged the Ej 
i es may te mperor's supremacy. 
d the fo KEE ie aa were the principles which deter- 
cogi ds Byzantine Empire: a universalism 
ancient Rome; a distinction between the Rhomaios and 
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be outside the Empire's hegemony, or in revolt against the authority 
of the autokrator; but ideally and potentially they were still his subjects; 
if their lands remained outside the Oikoumene, this was the result of 
God's permissive will, of the divine oikonomia, and some day they 
would bow down before their legitimate sovereign. To induce them to 
do so was the unvarying aim of Byzantine diplomacy: and in several 
periods of the Empire's history, when the authority and prestige of 
Byzantium were on the ascendant, it must have seemed to the states- 
men of East Rome that this universal mission was on the way to 
being fulfilled: such epochs of great diplomatic achievement were the 
reigns of Justinian and Heraclius, the period that extends from the 
accession of Michael III in 842 to the death of Basil II in 1025, and 
the age of the Comnenian emperors. 

The methods employed by the Byzantine diplomatists to induce 
the barbarians to enter the Oikoumene, or at least to associate them- 
selves with it, varied greatly according to circumstances, The simplest 
— and one frequently used until the financial crisis of the late eleventh 
century — was money. In the belief that every man has his price, the 
Byzantine governments from Justinian to Basil II paid out consider- 
able sums to ensure the loyalty of the Empire's satellite peoples. In 
many cases this money was undoubtedly tribute, extorted by the bar- 
barians at the point of the sword. But the Byzantines themselves, char- 
acteristically enough, regarded these contributions, especially when 
they were periodic, as payments by the beneficent Emperor for services 
the recipients had rendered, or would render, to the Empire. Thus 
tribute itself became a means of associating the barbarians with the 
Oikoumene. The exact nature of this association cannot easily be 
defined in constitutional terms, But it would, I believe, be interesting to 
consider the meaning of several technical terms used by Byzantine 
writers to describe the peoples thus associated with the Empire. Six of 
these seem particularly significant: £vonovóot, brdorovsot, oppo. 
xarjkoor, óriikoot and rpó&cvot. o 

The term Évozov8oc ("ally:" cf. oxovàaí = “a solemn treaty") is in à 
sixth-century source significantly related to the word pio8ogópoc 
(*mercenary;" oi pro8opspor = mercenal ies).!8 The term Évonovóot 
was also applied in the sixth century to the Crimean Goths,” to the 
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onovõot. The term is applied in the fifth centu: 
Goths,” in the sixth century to the Tzani.^* In a vdd mci 
shortly after the conquest of the Empire of Samuel in 1018, Ba a 
stated that the country was now his bréonovéov.% In the twelf me 
tury the same word is applied to the Russian prince of Galici a A 
to the King of Hungary.?? ade iid 
Xónpoyot (“allies”) denoted the Heruli in the six! 
Russians in the eleventh,” and the Hungarians in cuit cg e 
same century Manuel Comnenus is said to have offered a EU i 3 ji 
to the prince of Kiev,3! and in the early years of the thirteenth eae 
Kaloyan of Bulgaria is described as a ovjjya-xoc of Alexius T1122 
The term karrjxoot (*obedient;" cf. Kataxovw — “to be cee 
was somewhat less common; it is applied to the Tzani in the n 
century,» and to the Serbs in the twelfth. The two other terms, vmý- 
uad ("subjects") and mpó&evot (“public friends”), are used by m 
Sean Photius in his encyclical letter of 867 to define the relation- 
Ship of the newly-converted Russians to the Empire.35 The choice of 
z us two terms, both of which go back to classical antiquity, is, I 
Mn oe bm}Koor was a word applied to the subject allies of 
e » While one of the meanings of npóEevoc was a citizen who had 
nominated by a foreign state to be its friend i 
It seems to me that these si eee i ir gi 
Bates and icem ese six technical terms have, in their given 
plied to the “foederati” Pius The first three were earlier ap- 
Yit of the uen ocii populi Romani,” autonomous sub- 
chided with Ritus vui who, by virtue of a treaty (foedus) con- 
subsidy, i cS teci her frontier in exchange for a regular 
“foederati” ne sans the right of self-government. The 
century ities tified with the ónóonovóot in a fifth- 
e Eu. id us ind that in the sixth century the “foederati” 
the linguistic traditionalas or. old Perhaps be unwise, in view of 
ficance to the E the Byzantines, to attach too much sig- 
Continuity of Romana, 9f these technical terms. Yet such was the 
means impossible that the e institutions that it seems by no 
terms of Roman admin; Byzantines still thought of their satellites in 
Oikoumene of these sata 0n; and that the position within the 
in practice may «tically subject to the Emperor. 
dubie. € Roman conception iris extent be understood in the 
à dis Empires subject T gano which expresses the 
Safeguard i “Universal claims. «i this manner Byzantium could 
Without being obliged to press them too 
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far; while the “barbarians,” gaining a new prestige from their legal 
association with the Empire, could preserve their political autonomy. 

The association of the “barbarians” with the Empire was further 
expressed by the bestowal upon their rulers of titles taken from the 
hierarchy of the Byzantine court. The purpose of such titles was three- 
fold: to flatter the vanity of the Imperial satellites; to bind them to the 
Empire by a relationship of dependence; and to signify the particular 
rank occupied by the ruler and his people within the Oikoumene. The 
significance of this Herrschertitulatur has often been discussed by 
Byzantinists; it need only be pointed out here that the highest of all 
titles in the hierarchy dependent on the supreme authority of the Paor- 
Rede Kai abxokpácop cv Popaiwv — that of simple Basie — was 
granted several times by Byzantium to foreign rulers: to Charlemagne 
in 812; to Peter of Bulg: in 927; probably, as Professor Ostro- 
gorsky has demonstrated, to Symeon of Bulgaria in 913; and possibly, 
as I have argued elsewhere, to Vladimir of Rus’ around 989. 

These concessions of Imperial diplomacy, sometimes accompanied 
by bestowals of Byzantine brides and Byzantine insignia (including 
crowns), were reinforced by the work of East Roman missionaries. 
For the most powerful instrument of Byzantine universalism was the 
Orthodox Christian faith which united the barbarian proselytes to the 
Rhomaioi by membership of the same Church and by direct alle- 
giance to the Emperor, head of the Christian oikoumene. When the 
King of the Caucasian Lazi sought the protection of Justin I, he is 
said to have addressed the Emperor in these terms: *We wish thee to 
make us Christians like thyself, and we shall then be subjects of the 
Roman Empire.” The dependence of the new Christian satellites on 
Byzantium was often expressed in spiritual terms, the barbarian prose- 
lyte becoming the Emperor's “spiritual son.” And this dependence was 
further strengthened by the work of the Byzantine missionary clergy, 
who by their own teaching and through the collection of Byzantine 
canon law which they brought to the new converts abroad, spread the 
notion of the universal sovereignty of the basileus. d 

Byzantine ecclesiastical diplomacy, in certain periods at least, 
showed, no less then its secular counterpart, a genius for combining a 
Program of Imperial hegemony with a policy of concessions to ie 
national aspirations of Byzantium’s satellites. A curious instance o 
this policy of concessions is provided by the evidence of an agreement, 
concluded between the authorities of Byzantium and Russia, i 
ing to which the primates of the Russian Church were to be appoint 
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alternately from among Byzantine and Russia i 
most effective of all instruments used by imd UA Butt 
Eastern Europe was the Slavonic liturgy and translations > Mes 
tures with which Cyril and Methodius provided the Moravi e Sen 
the second half of the ninth century. This vernacular tradition Saw in 
the Empire's Slavonic converts in Eastern Europe — the Boi bled 
the Russians and the Serbs — to build up their Christian p s 
Byzantine auspices without fear of losing their cultural autono; E bes 
though this policy of linguistic liberalism was to suffer a m d 
eclipse in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries, the legacy dn oe E 
and Methodius, perhaps the greatest of Byzantine missionaries, uius 
the Slavs to assimilate something of that cosmopolitan universali de 
which, in their finest and most successful hour, the Church ài nd 
Empire of East Rome preached to the newly converted nations e 


This work of Byzantine envoys abroad was supported, and indeed 
made possible, by the diplomatists at home. No effort was spared to 
impress the barbarian rulers, or their ambassadors who travelled to 
Constantinople, with the power and majesty of the Roman peace. The 
officals of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs — the Master of Ceremo- 
nies, the Master of the Offices and, later, the Logothete of the Course, 
knew how to combine an elaborate mise-en-scéne with the require- 
ments of military Security. If the foreign ambassadors came from a 
Powerful nation, E pul measures were enforced. Constantine 
coh wi so well what he describes as the “raven- 
vet brazenly submitted claims of the tribes of the North." 

i iw of rad rulers for Byzantine princesses, urged that 
ie be not allowed to see too many riches of Constantinople or to 
‘contemplate the beauty of Greek women.*! Rather were they to be 
"own the smartness of the troops and the height of the city 

‘in Constantinople itself, the envoys would generally be 
2 splendid reception. Historians are fond of citing Liut- 
description of an Imperial audience in the palace — 
one which by some hidden mechanism arated 
ng, with the Emperor upon it; the gild 
bronze; the mechanical lions which roared and 
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asset was their City, protected by God, with all its glory. Its palaces 
and churches could provide far more effective means of propaganda. 
The Byzantine poet Paul the Silentiary describes a scene he saw in the 
atrium of St. Sophia: a group of Africans were being shown round 
—and so impressed they were with the beauty and majesty of Rome, 
symbolized by Justinian’s Church, that they submitted of their own 
free will to the Church and the Emperor of Byzantium. And four 
centuries later there comes from a Slav source the exact counterpart 
to this suggestive scene: when the envoys of the Russian prince Vla- 
dimir, sent abroad to test the different religions of the earth, returned 
home, they are said to have made this report to their pagan sovereign: 
“We came to the Greeks [ie. into St. Sophia] and we knew not 
whether we were in heaven or on earth; for on earth there is no such 
beauty or splendour. . .we know only that in that place God dwells 
among men, and their service is more beautiful than that of other 
nations: for we cannot forget that beauty."45 
** 

To attempt an overall estimate of the achievements and failures of 
Byzantine diplomacy on the basis of the fragmentary picture sketched 
in this paper would, no doubt, be hazardous. But a few tentative 
suggestions may be advanced in conclusion. In the first place, it would 
be wrong to idealize this diplomacy. Not all the northern barbarians 
appreciated that ingenious and elaborate mythology by which the 
Byzantines justified the claims of their Emperor to exercise universal 
jurisdiction, When Bayan, khagan of the Avars, demanded of Justin 
Il the surrender of Sirmium, he cynically mocked the Emperor's rights 
of adoption: if the Emperor was his father, he asserted, let him grant 
him what was due to a son. Moreover, the art of instigating one 
barbarian tribe against another, in which Byzantine diplomatists 
excelled, and the treachery with which the Empire sometimes acted 
towards its erstwhile allies, were not always calculated to enhance its 
Prestige among the victims of this diplomatic game of chess. When 
Valentinus, envoy from Justin II to the Turks of Central Asia, pre- 
sented his credentials to the khagan, he was met by an explosion of 
Tage; putting his hands to his mouth, the Turkish sovereign exclaimed: 
“are you not those Romans, who have ten tongues, and one deceit? . . 
-As my ten fingers are now in my mouth, so you use many tongues: 
With one you deceive me, with another the Avars, my slaves. You 
flatter and deceive all peoples with the artfulness of your words and 
the treachery of your thoughts, indifferent to those who fall headlong 
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into misfortune, from which you yourselve i ; 
strange and unnatural,” he added m Pei Mii war 
Jie." 4? On occasion the traditionalism of Byzantine forei m Turk lo 
lapse into archaistic romanticism. Ernst Stein has m Policy coul 
Justinians’ failure to protect adequately the Danie Out that 
partly explained by his obsession with classical pte de: Reels 
with Persia, with the memories of Marathon and Salar mee 
reconquest of Roman lands offered more appeal than us cae 
fare on the Danube against miserable barbarians: and f, d bes 
ure, Justinian's successors paid dearly, OP ais tae 
As we look closer into the history of Byzantine di 
detect in its methods a curious duality: a Secus ^ aide ge 
elasticity, of overbearing pride and extreme open-heartednese we 
aggressive imperialism and political generosity. This duality is parti e 
larly apparent in the attitude of Byzantium to the Slav langua; a 
the ninth and tenth centuries the Empire actively encouraged iis Sh- 
vonic proselytes to build up their own cultural life on vernacular 
foundations; in the following centuries a policy of hellenization and 
cultural ‘Oppression was at times initiated. It is perhaps difficult to 
m ise was the normal, and which the aberrant, tendency; pos- 
Sle Oud in existence. But it is worth reminding our- 
chile Policy of cultural liberalism and self-interested generosity 
zu ‘hall-mark of the Emperors of the Macedonian house; and of 
Staite Basil II were perhaps the greatest. ; 
ER eub doubt that, on an overall view, Byzantine diplo- 
Y Was remarkal ied successful. By saving the Empire many times 
: rentre by attracting so many of the pagan 
M ‘Graeco-Roman civilization, by gaining for Chris- 
tendom and einen RO So many lands of the Balkans and to the north 
‘ofthe Black this ¢ was a factor of major importance in 
à As such, it is a subject not unworthy of further study. 
On our cultural inheritance been negligible: for the 
Europe received much of their education in foreign 
Byzantium; the East European sovereigns 
much from their masters; while some at least 
diplomacy were passed on to the West 
Venice. And in the world today, a forei£? 
anding a degree an uncomprom's- 
With an ability to negotiate 
well. 
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CHAPTER II 


THE EMPIRE AND ITS NORTHERN NEIGHBORS* 
565-1018 


The Empire's relations with the countries of the north during the 
four and a half centuries between the death of Justinian I and the 
conquest of the First Bulgarian Empire by Basil II are marked by 
three main characteristics. In the military annals of Byzantium this 
was an heroic age, during which, with few intermissions, the Empire 
fought to defend its frontiers — and sometimes its very life — against 
the ever-recurring thrust of the northern invader, of Avar and Slav, of 
Bulgar and Magyar, of Russian and Pecheneg.! Secondly, in these 
centuries was forged, in reply to the northern challenge, by steadfast 
faith and lucid thinking, by careful study and observation, by trial and 
error, that essential weapon of East Roman policy — the imperial 
diplomacy which remains one of Byzantium’s lasting contributions to 
the history of Europe. Finally, it was this period that the Byzantine 
statesmen became fully aware of the importance of the north in the 
Empire’s system of security; and a study of the relevant sources — 
accounts of military missions, ambassadors’ reports, handbooks of 
military strategy, confidential guides to foreign policy, academic histo- 
ries and monastic chronicles — reveals their growing preoccupation 
with the area that lay immediately beyond the northern border of the 
Empire. This, broadly speaking, was the area limited in the west by 
the Hungarian plain and in the east by the Caspian Sea; it stretched 
over the Carpathian Mountains, the South Russian steppe, and the 
lowlands to the north of the Caucasus, and was bounded in the north 
by a semi-circle extending over the lower course of the great Russian 
rivers — the Dniester, the Dnieper and the Don — and whose tips 
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came to rest on the middle Danube in the west and on 
Volga in the east. It was from the periphery Of this semi-circle that 
issued the never-ending flow of tribes and nations which, in war and 
in peace, were irresistibly drawn into the orbit of Byzantium, whose 
attacks and invasions fill the military records of the Empire, an d 
whose fears, ambitions and lust for conquest taxed so severely the 
ingenuity of the statesmen of Constantinople. And within this semi- 
circle, the encounter of Byzantium with its northern neighbors was 
particularly felt in three sectors which served as the pivots of the 
Empire's policy in the north: the Danube, the Crimea and the Caucasus, 

The importance of these three sectors had become fully apparent 
during the reign of Justinian; it was this Emperor above all who devel- 
oped and bequeathed to his successors a conception of diplomacy as 
an intricate science and a fine art, in which military pressure, political 
intelligence, economic cajolery and religious propaganda were fused 
into a powerful weapon of defensive imperialism. A brief survey of the 
Empire's position along its northern frontier in the closing years of his 
reign is thus a fitting introduction to the policy of his successors. 

The significance of the Caucasian sector for the Empire’s security 
was a matter of political geography: for at the extremities of this great 
isthmus separating the Black Sea from the Caspian the Graeco- 
Roman civilization of the Mediterranean met and clashed with the 
westward expansion of Asian cultures: in the north, with the nomads 
of Eurasia, moving to the Black Sea and the Danube; in the south 
With the occupiers of the Iranian plateau, pushing towards Asia 
Minor and the Bosphorus, Both these westward movements spelled 
constant danger to Byzantium; and the effort of the imperial diplo- 
m in this sector Was directed as much towards achieving a favor- 

: Of power in the lowlands north of the Caucasus, as to 
Mos (ue Against possible attacks of Persians and Arabs 
h «nor towards Constantinople itself, The basic aim of 
dant d in this sector was always the same: to build up * 
dior Tfi vnb states from the lower Volga and the Sea o 
cli Van in Armenia. Their peoples could inde tt 
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the central Caucasus and the Alans further north on the l: 
guard over the Pass of Darial and could prevent the Furasi 
from striking south at Byzantine Asia Minor. All thes ie Nomads 
tribes were successfully wooed by the diplomacy of Justinia "Aucasi 
four were converted to Christianity in the sixth century b pir first 
missionaries, and the new ecclesiastical organization d YZanting 
Jands was to prove, on the whole, an effective means of M n 
under the political influence of East Rome. And the uis them 
tresses which the Byzantines built in these countries were the and for. 
counterpart of the flattering though less tangible links which Muir 
ers were induced to form with the imperial court of Consens nh 
The tribes which inhabited the steppe land between the lowe eu 
and the Sea of Azov, at the northern extremity of this sector. E ole 
they were friendly and sufficiently powerful, be counted upon to ae 
the eastern end of the European “steppe corridor” and sene 
help preserve the balance of power along the whole length v 
Empire's northern front. Here too, by his alliance with the Sabiri ue 
the western shores of the Caspian and with the Utigurs on the ers 
coast of the Sea of Azov, Justinian pointed the way to his successors. 
In the central segment of the semi-circle that marked in the sixth 
POR MO limit of Byzantium's sphere of interest in the 
dut Vire v = its tips which rested on the middle Danube 
Tunisie E lay the second pivot of the Empire's northern 
S RE whole period covered by this chapter Byzantine pos- 
Kid n 3 ies in the Crimea — above all the city of Cher- 
ia liia Dede — Ca the northern oupas of the 
9 r Steppe; their importance was partly eco- 
And ee Byzantium with the raw materials of 
Atenas. fue a dee the rivers of South Russia, salt from the 
sold to the barbar; ney from the forests further north — and 
Politically, Ch ju manufactured articles of Byzantine industry. 
the Empire during the its neighboring region, subject or vassal of 
invaluable obser e Seater part of the period under review, was an 
of that barbarian nM a watch-tower planted on the very fringe 
Was ever anxious to eu South Russia which Byzantine diplomacy 
‘that Justinian’s luence and control. It was from the Crimea 
the Kutrigurs, government could follow the moves of the Utigurs and 
timely bribe or by "Ded on both sides of the Sea of Azov, and, by ^ 
attacks from the ht Up internal strife among them, divert thelr 
It was from Byzantine Crimea that his SU 
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cessors were able to pursue towards the northern barbarians the tradi- 
tional Roman policy of "divide and rule,” or at least, when this proved 
impracticable, “weaken and watch.” And, true again to the time- 
honored methods of Roman diplomacy, Byzantium had secured in 
the mountains of southern Crimea, as a counterbalance to its enemies 
in the steppe, a useful satellite, half-vassal and half-ally, the Crimean 
Goths. The security of the Empire's Balkan provinces, as later events 
were so frequently to confirm, depended as much upon the watchful- 
ness of its agents in the Crimea as upon the influence it wielded in the 
north Caucasian area. 

The third sector of the Empire’s northern front was on the lower 
and middle Danube; and this section of the limes Romanus was, in 
the military sense, much more of a “front” than the Crimea or the 
northern Caucasus. This too was a matter of geography: for the lower 
Danube lay near the terminus of the “steppe corridor,” that immemor- 
ial highway taken by nomadic invaders from Asia; and for many of 
them, who had succeeded in avoiding entanglements and traps laid for 
them by the Byzantine diplomats in the Caucasian and Crimean sec- 
tors, the Danube proved no insuperable obstacle, and the road into 
the Balkans lay open. The contrast in the strategic position of Con- 
stantinople, admirably protected from attack by sea, but open to a 
chance invasion by land across the plains of Thrace — already 
observed by Polybius? — provides a constant and tragic background 
to the medieval history of the Balkans. Justinian had seen his Danu- 
bian frontier constantly threatened and frequently overrun by Kutri- 
gurs and Slavs. The Slavs, whose incursions into the Balkans had 
started in the reign of his predecessor Justin I and increased in strength 
throughout the sixth century, had expanded from their European 
homes north of the Carpathians and were then divided into two main 
groups: the Sclaveni, north of the middle and lower Danube, and the 
Antes (or Antae), further east, between the Carpathians and the 
Donets.} The havoc wrought by the Slavs in the Balkans, described by 
Procopius,4 was a harbinger of worse things to come. Justinian’s forti- 
fications and skillful diplomacy could not compensate for the lack of 
soldiers. It has been suggested that the Emperors failure to protect 
adequately the Danube frontier can be partly explained by his obses- 
sion with classical reminiscences: his wars with Persia, which evoked 
memories of Marathon and Salamis, and his reconquest of Roman 
lands, offered more appeal than border warfare on the Danube 
against barbarians.s Whether this is so or not, his successors were 
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certainly left to deal with the problem of the Balkans, 

Justinian's death in 565 ushered in a new period in the hist 
the Empire's Danubian frontier: for the next sixty years By; ory of 
policy in this sector was conditioned by the Avar threat, Thea 
Prose hordes included, it would seem, Mongol and Turkic tribe, «V 
arrived in the north Caucasian region at the close of Justinian’s | 
in headlong flight from their erstwhile subjects, the Central As 
Turks Through the intermediary of the Alans they sought E 
Empires protection, and in 558 concluded a foedus with East Row” 
promising to submit to the Emperor and to fight his enemies pen 
nian could not but welcome this chance of easing the pressure ‘oft Hy 
northern front, believing, as Menander saw it, that “whether the Ava; z 
are victorious, or whether they are defeated, in either case the Rone 
will profit," The Avars played their part as imperial foederati E 
too thoroughly: by 561 they were on the lower Danube, having sid 
jected in their westward advance the Sabiri, the Utigurs, the Kutrigurs 
and the Antes of Bessarabia. Their relations with the Empire now 
entered a new and more critical phase. Their requests to be allowed to 
cross the Danube and to settle in the Dobrudja were studiously 
ignored by Justinian: thus was created the first of the many bones of 
contention between Byzantium and the Avars. 


Russia and was centered in the Theiss (Tisza) 
oan the balance of power along Byzantium's 
‘Rot long before the supreme ruler of the 
Tuthless conqueror and an able diplomatist- 
ambitions lay. The city of Sirmium on the 
Byzantine fortifications 
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combining force with diplomacy, Bayan concentrated on this objec- 
tive. But Sirmium stood firm, and in 574 a treaty was concluded 
between Byzantium and the Avars, Justin II undertaking to pay a 
yearly tribute of 80,000 nomismata.'° 
~ At this stage Byzantium's relations with the Avars were suddenly 
entangled with the Empire's diplomatic activity on the North Cauca- 
sian front. In 568 there arrived in Constantinople an embassy from 
the Central Asian Turks (the T’ou Kiue of the Chinese), whose 
Empire stretched from Mongolia to Turkestan and was now expand- 
ing westwards towards the Northern Caucasus; the envoys brought 
Justin II peace proposals from Silzibul,!! khan of the western branch 
of the Tou Kiue. The Turks, and their vassals, the Sogdians, con- 
trolled the eastern sector of the silk route from China to Europe; the 
western sector, leading to Byzantium, crossed Persian territory. The 
Turks were as interested in the silk trade as the Byzantines; the 
former, aspiring to the role of commercial intermediaries between 
China and Byzantium, sought an outlet to the south-west; the East 
Roman government now saw in the Turks a means of circumventing 
Persian control of the silk routes from China to the Black Sea, which 
so often in the past threatened to make the Empire economically 
dependent on its traditional enemy. To the realization of this joint 
plan the Sassanid Empire was the main obstacle; and it seems that the 
agreement concluded in Byzantium between Justin II and the Turks 
provided — next to a clause relating to the silk trade — for a military 
alliance against Persia. “It was thus,” Menander observes, “that the 
Turkish nation became friends of the Romaioi"? A Byzantine 
embassy, headed by Zemarchus, journeyed to Silzibul's capital in the 
Ektag mountain in the Tekes valley, in the eastern Tiem Shan. Dur- 
ing the next few years relations between Byzantium and the Turks 
were friendly and close, to judge at least from the numerous embassies 
that travelled between Constantinople and Central Asia. But in 576 
the situation altered dramatically. When the Byzantine envoys, headed 
by Valentinus, presented their credentials to the Khan Tourxath,'^ Sil- 
zibul’s son and successor, they were met with an explosion of abe 
Placing his fingers to his mouth, the Turkish sovereign exclaimed: 

“Are you not these Romans, who have ten tongues, and one deceit”... 
As my ten fingers are now in my mouth, so you have many tongues, 

using one to deceive me, another to deceive the Varchonites [ie. the 

Avars], my slaves. You flatter and deceive all peoples with the artful- 

ness of your words and the treachery of your thoughts, indifferent to 
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those who fall headlong into misfortune, from which 
derive benefit." “It is strange and unnatural,” he aq, 
rebuke, “for a Turk to lie.” Bitterly reproached with the allia; " 

their Emperor had concluded with the hated enemies of the dus Which 
Avars, “slaves that had fled from their masters," the Byzanti urks, the 
barely escaped with their lives; the alliance between the Ems Envoys 
the Turks, which had lasted for eight years, was abruptly Pr and 
and in the same year (576) a Turkish army, moving Ri. 
the Caspian Sea, captured the Byzantine city of Bosporus in the n 
mea and threatened the Empires whole defensive system in us 


YOU yourselves 
ded in stinging 


The collapse of the Turko-Byzantine alliance was probabl 
much to the new turn the Empire's diplomacy was tg on its en 
eastern front as to its activity on the Danube. Menander’s frank 
So affords us a suggestive glimpse of the moral indignation 
x methods of this diplomacy so often provoked among its 
Vus abd Eurasian steppe. The Turks, it may be surmised, had 
ze that the Byzantine Statesmen were losing interest in so 
distant an ally; and the agreement which the Empire, two years pre- 
viously, concluded with the Avars they chose to regard as a hos- 


b Tiberius (578-82), whose realism led him to prefer negotiation to 
d the intransigent of his predecessor, tried to use the Avars 
s Ursi cien the Danube were causing grave 

p in Constantinople M But Bayan proved a treacherous ally: the 
: Continually sagging throughout Tiberius’ reign, 
6 Avar raids, alternating and frequently com- 

‘of Slavs, spread havoc in Thrace, Illyricum and 
describes a formidable invasion of the Bal- 
they reached the “Long Wall" outside Con- 
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ears Sirmium, inadequately defended and provisioned, was surren- 
dered on the Emperor's orders to the Avars (582).!9 

With the key to the northern Balkans now in Avar hands, the 
Empire for the next ten years was forced on to the defensive. In vain 
did the Emperor Maurice attempt to buy off the Avars by agreeing to 
increase their annual subsidy (584);° Thrace, Macedonia, Greece, and 
it seems the Peloponnese itself, were raided and partly overrun during 
the next few years by the Avars and their subjects, the Slavs?! But 
Maurice's genius succeeded to some extent in restoring the Empire's 
position on the Danube during the decade from 592 to 602. In 591 the 
successful completion of the Persian war enabled him to bring his 
seasoned troops back to Europe. Priscus, his greatest commander, 
was entrusted with the double task of maintaining the Danube as a 
frontier line against the Avars and stopping the incursions of the 
Slavs. The latter were still able to launch, under the auspices of the 
khan, a massive attack against Thessalonica in 586 or 597.? But on 
the whole Priscus was remarkably successful, crossing the Danube to 
subdue the Slavs and recapturing Singidunum from the Avars. In 600 
a treaty between Byzantium and the Avars fixed the Empire's frontier 
on the Danube, Maurice undertaking to increase the tribute. But in 
601 Priscus was across the Danube and, carrying the war into the 
enemy's territory, inflicted a crushing defeat on Bayan's forces on the 
Theiss. Not since the days of Justinian had the arms of Byzantium 
won such a triumph in Europe.” 

But Maurice’s successes on the Danube were soon undone. In 602 
the Emperor’s order that the troops were to winter beyond the 
Danube provoked a mutiny. The rebellious army marched on Con- 
stantinople, seized the city and proclaimed their leader Phocas 
Emperor. Phocas' disastrous reign (602-10) marks a turning point in 
the history of the Empire's northern frontier. The limes on the lower 
Danube and on the Sava, held — albeit imperfectly and precariously 
— by Justinian's three successors, now collapsed, and the barbarians 
surged over the Balkans. The three-pronged attacks of the Avaro-Slav 
hordes towards the Adriatic, the Aegean and the Bosphorus in the 
reigns of Phocas and Heraclius led to a permanent occupation by the 
Slavs of Illyria, Dalmatia, Macedonia and Thrace. Salona was sacked 
(€614), Thessalonica was attacked several times, and then in 617 the 
Avars reached the suburbs of Constantinople itself. It was then, in 
all probability, that the Slavs, spreading south irresistibly, settled in 
large numbers in Greece and the Peloponnese, forming independent 
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acquire a strong and reliable ally in this sector. In 619, Heraclius 
received in Constantinople the visit of a “Hunnic” ruler, had him bap- 
tized at his own request, together with his retinue, and before sending 
him home granted him the title of patricius? His subjects were 
undoubtedly the Onogurs, a people of West Siberian origin, belonging 
to the Bulgaric (West Turkic) linguistic group, who had lived since the 
fifth century between the Sea of Azov and the Northern Caucasus.” 
About 635 Kovrat, ruler of the Onogurs, rose against the Avars and 
drove them out of his country; whereupon he concluded an alliance 
with the Emperor and was made a patrician in his turn. Kovrat, 
John of Nikiu tells us, had been baptized as a child and brought up at 
the court of Constantinople where he became a life-long friend of 
Heraclius.?? Kovrat's loyalty served the Empire in good stead. His 
kingdom, known to the Byzantines as ^Old Great Bulgaria" (/j azar 
 BovA yapía fj ucydÀr), which stretched from the Caucasus to the Don, 
and perhaps as far as the Dnieper, successfully withstanding the Avars 
in the west and the Turks in the cast, acted until Kovrat's death in 642 
as the guardian of the Empire's interests in the North Caucasian 
sector." 

Shortly after Kovrat's death “Old Great Bulgaria” broke up under 
the blows of the Khazars who in the middle of the seventh century 
struck westward from the lower Volga to the Sea of Azov. In the 
scattering of tribes that followed, two branches of the Onogur people 
salvaged enough of their national heritage to play a significant part in 
the destinies of Eastern Europe. The one, it seems, migrated north- 
ward and, settling by the junction of the middle Volga and the Kama, 
built up a powerful trading state, the kingdom of the Volga Bulgars, 
which became in the tenth century a northern outpost of Islam. The 
other group, led by Kovrats son Asparuch (Isperich).* left their 
homes in the North Caucasus region, moved westwards across the 


Pontic steppes and appeared on the Danube delta. But southern Bes- 
sarabia proved only a temporary resting place: doubtless anxious, like 
hazards of the steppe for 


the Avars a century earlier, to exchange the : 
the security of cis-Danubian Dobrudja, Asparuch's Bulgars began in 
the eighth decade of the seventh century to push further south. It was 
the traditional policy of Byzantium to welcome potential allies on the 
north bank of the Danube, but to oppose their crossing of the river by 
every means; so in 680 Constantine IV rushed his armies to the 
Danube, But the victorious Bulgars swept through Moesia s n. 
Dobrudja, occupying the imperial lands between the Danube and t 
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Balkan Mountains. Byzantium bowed to the fait accompli: in 68) 
Constantine IV concluded peace with the Bulgars and undertook to 
pay them an annual tribute, thus accepting perforce the existence of 
an independent barbarian state on imperial territory. The collapse of 
the Empire's Danubian frontier, which the Slav invasions had already 
brought about in the first half of the century, was now at last 
acknowledged by the Byzantine government. Asparuch had carved 
himself a kingdom that stretched from the Dniester to the Haemus 
range, a limpet that was to cling to the Empire’s flank for more than 
three hundred years and was to become in the ninth and tenth centu- 
ries one of the great powers of Europe. From his new capital of 
Pliska, at the southern extremity of the Dobrudja plain, the Sublime 
Khan and his military aristocracy of Onogur Bulgar boyars ruled over 
a population of Slav immigrants who, in the course of time, assimi- 
lated their conquerors; from this gradual fusion of Bulgars and Slavs 
the First Bulgarian Empire was born. 
It was not long before this new Balkan state began to loom large 
in the policy and destinies of Byzantium. In the burst of diplomatic 
activity which took place along the Empire's northern front at the 
turn of the century, its three main sectors — the north Caucasian, 
the Crimean and the Balkan — linked within an intricate web of 
power politics, jointly affected the fate of Constantinople itself. In 695, 
Justinian Tl was dethroned and exiled to Cherson. A few years later, 
hoping to regain his throne and fearing the loyalty professed by the 
 Chersonites to Tiberius III, he fled to Khazaria. The khan received 
Justinian with honor and married him to his sister, the Khazar prin- 
ess being baptized as Theodora, a name which, with its patent allu- 
ms her more celebrated namesake, doubtless symbolized the 
khan's ambitions for the restoration of his brother-in-law to the 
throne of the Romans. Soon, however, an embassy from Constantin- 
demanding Justinian’s extradition made him change his mind. 
his wife of his imminent arrest, Justinian fled from Khaza- 
of the Danube. The final scene of the drama was 
kans. The exiled Emperor appealed for help to Ter- 
; and in the autumn of 705 Tervel's army of 
| before the walls of Constantinople. 
impregnable, but Justinian slipped in unob- 
‘that ensued regained his throne. The timely. 
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e dignity of Caesar.?^ The event was a notable one, 

uem dignity the rank of Caesar was the highest in ce 
Byzantium. No barbarian ruler had ever risen so high, and the Bulgar- 
jans were not soon to forget that their Khan had received, as an asso- 
ciate of the imperial majesty, the homage of the people of East 
Rome.” But in Byzantine eyes the ceremony of 705 had a different 
significance: Tervel's title carried no power with it, and could indeed 
be regarded as a sign of his recognition of the Emperor's supreme and 
universal authority.” 

Justinian’s adventures on the northern shores of the Black Sea 
illustrate the struggle that took place in the late seventh and early 
eighth centuries between Byzantium and the Khazars for the control 
of southern Crimea and of the straits of Kerch. The Turkic threat to 
the Crimea which led to the fall of Bosporus in 576 was removed by 
the dissensions that weakened the Empire of the T'ou Kiue and by the 
rise of the Old Great Bulgaria; by the end of the sixth century Byzan- 
tine authority had been restored in Bosporus. But the Empire’s whole 
position in the peninsula was once again challenged by the westward 
expansion of the Khazars, who were in possession of the city by the 
end of the seventh century. The intrigues of Justinian II, and, even 
more, the three largely unsuccessful expeditions which, upon his resto- 
ration, he sent to the Crimea to punish the Greek cities for their 
former conspiracy against him, threw the Byzantine possessions in the 
peninsula into the hands of the Khazars: by about 705 Cherson as 
well was controlled by the khan, and the revolution of 711 which led 
to the assassination of Justinian was organized in the Crimea with 
Khazar support. 

The Khazar pressure on the Crimea relaxed about this time, and 
Cherson seems to have remained under Byzantine sovereignty after 
711. Circumstances were drawing Byzantium and the Khazars closer 
together. The Byzantines had long since realized their usefulness in 
the Empire's strategy on the north Caucasian front. Heraclius, on the 
eve of his great offensive against the Persian Empire in 627, had con- 
cluded a military agreement with them. And in the first half of the 
eighth century the common threat of Islam cemented that alliance 
between Byzantium and the Khazars which was an essential factor in 
the Empire's diplomacy for the next two hundred years. During this 
period the Khazar Khanate, that most civilized and ordered of p: 
created by the Turkic people in the early middle ages, centered on ae 
territory between the lower Volga, the northern Caucasus and the 
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of Azov, remained Byzantium's most constant and valued ally in the 
north-east, It is probable that in the eighth century the Khazar alliance 
did much to save Byzantium from the Arab menace, for had the 
Khazars not halted in the Caucasus the northward thrust of Islam, the 
Arabs might well have invaded the Pontic steppe and, appearing on 
the lower Danube, have outflanked the Empire’s whole defensive sys- 
tem in the north. At the same time the Khazars played a not unim- 
portant role in the foreign trade of Byzantium; for by supplying Con- 
stantinople with gold from the Urals and with raw silk from China, 
they helped the Empire to readjust its economy after the loss of Syria 
and Egypt to the Arabs.“ In spite of occasional clashes in the Crimea, 
relations between Constantinople and the Khazar capital of Itil in the 
Volga delta were friendly and close. In 733, Leo III married his son, 
the future Emperor Constantine V, to the khan’s daughter; christened 
Irene, the Khazar princess introduced her national dress, the /zitza- 
kion, into the court of Constantinople. +? 

The Byzantine statesmen would have been false to the time- 
honored traditions of East Roman diplomacy if they had not 
attemped to sanctify and consolidate this political alliance by convert- 
ing the Khazars to Christianity. It is, however, remarkable that their 
missionary efforts in Khazaria seem to have derived some impetus 
from the iconoclast movement. For on the one hand, Constantine V's 
(741-75) persecutions of the iconophiles caused a mass exodus of 
Orthodox monks from Constantinople and the central provinces to 
the outlying regions of the Empire, notably to the Crimea, a fact 
Which strengthened the influence of Byzantine culture in Cherson. 
Bosporus and Gothia and enhanced the role of the peninsula as a 
ous outpost. On the other hand, the East Roman authorities. 
; die persecuting the defenders of the images nearer home, appear to 

ee the Crimea to propagate Christianity among the 
€ North. Christianity certainly spread to Khazaria in the 
‘Partly from the Crimea,*5 and the Byzantine authori- 
actively encouraged this development. And it is not 
the list of eight bishoprics subject to the 
forming the “Eparchy of Gothia” 
of Doros (the chief city of the Cri- 
ry that extended from the Crimea 
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missionary Church over the length and breadth of the Khazar 
Empire. There is no evidence, however, that this vast ecclesiastical 
network was ever put into operation. In the second half of the eighth 
century the progress of Christianity in Khazaria was curtailed by the 
rival propaganda of Judaism and Islam. The former especially was 
gaining ground; medieval Hebrew sources, whose reliability is still a 
matter of dispute, date the first success of Judaism in Khazaria about 
730-40 when some of its tenets are said to have been adopted by the 
Khan Bulan.“ While recognizing the controversial nature of this prob- 
lem, the present writer believes that the conversion of the ruling circles 
of Khazaria to Judaism took place in gradual stages and that their 
final acceptance of the Mosaic law was delayed until the ninth cen- 
tury.“ The failure to convert the Khazars to Christianity did not, on 
the whole, affect the friendly relations between Byzantium and its 
northern ally. Meanwhile the attention of Byzantine statesmen was 
shifting increasingly to the Balkan sector. 

In the century between 650 and 750 the situation in the Balkans 
had, from the standpoint of the Empire, much deteriorated. Almost 
the whole peninsula was occupied by the Slavs, the Greek population 
being temporarily either submerged or pushed back to the coastal 
regions along the Black Sea and the Aegean. Thus most of Greece, 
and practically the entire Peloponnese, were for nearly two centuries 
outside Byzantine control, while to the north lay an endless expanse of 
Slay territory, stretching continuously from the Adriatic, the Aegean 
and the Black Sea to the Baltic. And this vast barbarian world, 
Pressing down on Byzantium from all sides, had been reinforced by 
the creation on the borders of Thrace of the Bulgar kingdom which 
Was showing, under Tervel and his successors, an assertiveness that 
augured ill for the future. 

Yet in this dark period of Balkan history that extends from the 
death of Maurice (602) to Irene's accession to power (780) Byzantine 
influence did not vanish from the peninsula. In the cities of eastern 

and on the rugged east coast of the Peloponnese the Greek 
Population held on, and was indeed reinforced by emigration from the 
that or, and this, together with the cultural inferiority of the Slavs at 
lime and their inability to form strong political groups in this 
This, made possible the work of rehellenization and reconquest.? 

5 WOrk began in the second half of the seventh century, with the 
the Slave of Constans II (in 658) and Justinian II (in 688-9) against 

"avs of Macedonia: the creation of the imperial themes of Thrace 
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n 680 and 687) and of Hellas (between 687 and 695)s1 mark 
the result of the first serious counter-offensive against the Slavs an 
the reign of Maurice. But its effects were limited, and it was not until 
the late eighth century that the tide in the southern part of the Balkans 

to turn against the Slavs. In 783, Irene's chief minister Staura. 
cius marched through Greece and the Peloponnese, subduing Slay 
tribes; the establishment of the Peloponnesian theme at the end of the 
century was possibly a result of this expedition.? The real turning 
point in the history of the Peloponnese, however, was under Nicepho- 
rus I (802-11) whose forces suppressed a large-scale revolt of the Slavs 
round Patras (805) and settled Christian communities in various parts 
of the peninsula. The process of absorption and hellenization of the 
Slavs in Greece and in the Peloponnese was now well under way. By 
the middle of the ninth century Byzantine authority was restored 
throughout most of these lands, and what was left undone by the 
imperial strategoi and tax collectors was later completed by the East 
R osi 

Before this reconquest of Greece and the Peloponnese had begun, 
the Empire made a desperate, and almost successful, effort to regain 
Moesia from the Bulgars and restore its northern frontier to the 
Danube. For some twenty years (756-75) Constantine V strove to 
conquer Bulgaria. He cleverly exploited the country's social weakness 
by fanning the constant antagonism between the boyar aristocracy 
and the Slavs, and in a series of nine campaigns, mostly successful, 
which usually combined — in the time-honored fashion — land 
attacks through Thrace with naval expeditions to the Danube, he 
‘routed the Bulgarian armies again and again. But even his victory over 
the Khan Telets at Anchialus in 763 — the greatest of his reign — did 
" not subdue the country. Constantine's death on his last campaign (775) 
. left the Empire stronger in the Balkans than it had been since the 
‘but Bulgaria, though crippled and exhausted, was 
ruling classes bitterly hostile to Byzantium. 
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the Byzantines. The aggressive policy of Nicephorus I towards Bulga- 
ria set Krum on a campaign of devastation: in 809 he captured Sar- 
dica (the modern Sofia) and in July 811 gained his most celebrated 
triumph: the Byzantine army was trapped by the Bulgarians in a defile 
of the Balkan Mountains and slaughtered almost to a man. Nicepho- 
rus himself perished in the fray, and from his skull Krum made a 
goblet, lined with silver, out of which he drank with his boyars. This 
was a terrible blow to the Empire's prestige: not since the death of 
Valens on the field of Adrianople in 378 had a Emperor fallen in 
battle. The triumphant khan swept into Thrace, captured Develtus 
and Mesembria (812) and in July 813, having routed another Byzan- 
tine army, arrived at the walls of Constantinople. But “the new Sen- 
nacherib"* was impressed by the fortifications of the city and opened 
negotiations. In the meeting that followed with the Emperor Leo V on 
the shore of the Golden Horn, Krum barely escaped a Byzantine plot 
to murder him; breathing vengeance he laid waste the environs of the 
city and stormed Adrianople, transporting its inhabitants, numbering, 
it was said, ten thousand, to his own dominions north of the Danube. 
But the following spring, as he was preparing a huge assault on Con- 
stantinople, Krum burst a blood vessel and died (April 814). 

The Empire had had a narrow escape. But the balance of power in 
the Balkans had radically altered. Bulgaria, a country which fifty years 
before had seemed on the verge of extinction, was now one of the 
great military powers of Europe. Byzantium’s northern line of defence 
was seriously undermined, since the border fortresses in Thrace — 
Sardica, Develtus, Mesembria and Adrianople — had been either des- 
troyed or crippled by Krum. But fortunately for the Empire, Krum's 
Aggressive policy was abandoned by his successors, In 815-16, the 
Khan Omortag concluded a thirty year's peace with Byzantium: the 
frontier between the two realms was to run along the Great Fence of 
Thrace from Develtus to Macrolivada, and thence northward to the 

Mountains, thus coinciding with the boundary established 
Bee à century before by the treaty between Tervel and Theodosius 
. Save for a few frontier clashes, the Empire and Bulgaria were to 
an at peace with one another until the end of the century. The 
nt Policy could not fail to strengthen Byzantine influence in Bulga- 
a, and together with men and ideas from Constantinople, and partly 
his ron the thousands of Greek prisoners whom Krum had settled in 
auth: Christianity was beginning to spread in this country. The 
tuthorities, and especially the boyars who regarded Christianity as an 
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insidious form of Byzantine imperialism, were understandably alarmed 
So Omortag, largely it seems for political motives, persecuted his 
Christian subjects. But the progress of the new ideas which, under the 
cloak of the thirty years’ peace, were spreading from Byzantium to 
Bulgaria could not be arrested for very long by these reactionary 
measures. d 

Meanwhile, with peace restored in the Balkans, the East Roman 
government was free to devote its attention to the other sectors of the 
Empire's northern front. The emergence of Bulgaria as a major 
power, and the uncertain situation in the Pontic steppes, more than 
ever required a favorable balance of power in the Crimea and north- 
ern Caucasus; yet all was not well in these areas: Byzantine Crimea, 
and especially Cherson, was restive under imperial control, and if the 
Empire was not to lose its invaluable outpost in the north, the local 
traditions of Greek municipal autonomy had to be diverted into law- 
ful channels. Khazaria, moreover, on whose friendship the Byzantine 
statesmen had so long depended, now threatened, owing to the pro- 
gress of Judaism in the land, to elude their grasp. During the reign of 
Theophilus, however, the Empire's position in these sectors suddenly 
improved. About the year 833 the Khazar khan sent an embassy to 
the Emperor, asking for engineers to build a fortress on the lower 
Don; whereupon the spatharocandidatus Petronas Camaterus, escort- 
ed by a squadron of the imperial navy, went on Theophilus’ orders to 
Khazaria by way of Cherson. After building the fortress of Sarkel for 
the Khazars, he returned to report to the Emperor on the situation in 
the Crimea. On Petronas’ advice, Theophilus raised Cherson and its 
Surroundings into an imperial theme, directly subordinated to the cen- 
tral government, and appointed Petronas its strategos, with authority 
Over the local magistrates.“ It seems clear that the building of Sarkel 
crease a the theme of Cherson were due to Seed 

,. he pressure of unidentified barbarians on the lower Don. 

The Cherson-Sarkel 


1e Cherson-Sarkel axis, which may well have included a chain of 
ations up the Don; thus served both as an inner line of 
[ed for the Khazar Khanate, whose sphere of influence extended 
by then ‘the Dnieper and the Oka, and as a pivot of Byzantium's 
Position in the steppes between the lower Volga and the 
med the eon problems of military security had once again con 
I factional alliance between the Empire and the Khazars. 
ael rl played by the Khazar alliance in the Empire's diplomacy 
‘apparent in the reign of Michael III. Probably at 
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d of 860, a Byzantine embassy left Constantinople for Khazaria, 
WE S by a young priest from Thessalonica, named Constantine, who 
TOS omae by his elder brother, the monk Methodius. Their 
was day through Cherson, where Constantine spent the winter and 
ed for his mission by learning Hebrew. At the Khan’s residence, 
La seems to have been then at Samandar, on the lower Terek, he 
ged in theological disputations with Jewish rabbis who held a 
denim position at the Khazar court. But Constantine's ninth- 
century. biographer, while depicting the khan and his subjects as 
monotheists and people of the Book, clearly implies, in the present 
writers opinion, that their final conversion to Judaism had not yet 
taken place.” This inference could be reconciled with the earlier dates 
at which Hebrew and Islamic sources set the conversion of the Kha- 
zars to Judaism® by supposing that some of the khans had adopted 
Jewish monotheism between 730 and 860, without, however, submit- 
ting to all the requirements of the Mosaic law.* It seems significant 
that the earliest reference to the Khazars practising circumcision and 
observing “all the traditions of Judaism” dates from about 864-6, 
and it is thus difficult to escape the conclusion that the ruling circles of 
Khazaria formally accepted the Mosaic law soon after Constantine’s 
mission.*! 

But if Constantine’s embassy was no great success on the religious 
plane — some two hundred conversions and an ambiguous declara- 
tion from the khan of his sympathy for Christianity were the measure 
of his missionary achievement at Samandar — politically he seems to 
have secured his object. The alliance between Byzantium and Khaza- 
ria was reaffirmed, the khan wrote to Michael III, professing his read- 
iness to serve the Empire whenever he was needed. The exact nature 
s the "services" which the Empire required from the Khazars in 860-1 

TOR known, but it is safe to assume that Constantine's mission was 
He Lm a new danger that threatened Byzantium from the 
pud ze | must be viewed in the light of the Empire's policy in that 

<n during the seventh decade of the ninth century. The remarkable 
"ements of this policy, which were to leave a permanent mark on 
Vigor Ro Europe were perhaps due to three main factors: to the 
Justinian Initiative which, after the barbarian invasions of the post- 
now d and the iconoclast crisis, Byzantine diplomacy was 
o display beyond the Empire’s northern frontier; to an 

linked a expansion of the Church's missionary work, now 
ever to the aims of East Roman diplomacy, which 
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nth decade of this century one of the greatest in 
Foe diee missions; and to the fact that in this period u 
religious and cultural influence of the Empire was able to strike out 
beyond the traditional perimeter of Byzantium's northern front and, 
thrusting deep into eastern and central Europe, to gain the allegiance 
of a substantial part of the vast Slav world. 

The story of this achievement begins on 18 June 860, when a fleet 
of two hundred Viking ships, coming from the Black Sea, sailed into 
the Bosphorus and turned against Constantinople. The city's position 
was serious indeed: the Byzantine fleet was probably in the Mediter- 
ranean, fighting the Arabs, the army and the Emperor were campaign- 
ing in Asia Minor. The suburbs and the coastline were defenseless 
against the savage depredations of the barbarians. Inside the invested 
city the Patriarch Photius urged the people to faith and repentance. 
The strong fortifications once again saved Constantinople; and prob- 
ably before the Emperor hastily brought his army back, the invaders 
raised the siege and withdrew to their homes in the north.9 The vio- 
lent emergence of these Vikings—known to the Byzantines as ‘Pa, 
to the Slavs as Rus’ and to the Arabs as Ris‘ — on the horizon of 
East Rome was the outcome of a century-long process of expansion 
which led the Scandinavians, mostly Swedes from Upland, Séderman- 
land and East Gotland, to sail up the Baltic rivers over the great 
watershed of the East European plain. In the second half of the eighth 
century, drawn by the extensive trade that flourished, through the 
intermediary of the Volga Bulgars and the Khazars, between the fur 
and slave dealers of the northern forests and the luxury markets of 
Baghdad, they began to go down the Volga to Itil, and over the Cas- 
pian to the lands of the Caliphate. Somewhat later, in search of fresh 
markets and easier plunder, the Vikings explored the shorter routes to 
the warm and rich countries of the South: probably by the early ninth 
try saling down the Don% and the Dniester, they reached the 
bs COH the middle of the ninth century began the third 

id most significant stage in the southward expansion of the Swedes: 
De ing up the rivers of the eastern Baltio—the Neva, the wester 
MEL o baia ner dins o rte 
E nes ue fe Rusa Swedes a 
EIL eg oe cored the Dnieper which flowed in! 

d ‘the whole of this elaborate network of rivers, pi 
pop m | ea which ld from Scandinavia to the Bosphorus. i 
fom the Varangians to the Greeks” of the Russian Chronic 
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n the second half of the century the true Swedish Austrvegr, 
lassic highway for the great Fastern adventure.8 Along this 
the classic INS erritory inhabited by Finns and eastern Slavs, the 
watea founded their trading colonies and carved out their military 
yane By the middle of the century an important “Russian” set- 
kingdom ed by the Viking Ryurik, existed in Novgorod. Some time 
tlemen ‘450 and 860 two Varangians from Novgorod, Askold and 
easa down the Dnieper and captured the city of Kiev from the 
Khazars. This was an event of considerable importance: for when 
the Vikings replaced the Khazars as overlords of the middle Dnieper 
yalley, the strong oriental influences to which the eastern Slavs in this 
region had for centuries been subjected suffered a sharp setback; while 
the lure of Byzantium, the fabulous Mikligardr, that deflected the 
Varangian ships from the Volga and the Caspian to the Dnieper and 
the Black Sea, was a premonition and a cause of that irresistible 
attraction which the city of Constantinople was to exert on the minds 
of the Russians for many centuries to come. It was Askold and Dir 
who led the Russian campaign on Constantinople in 860, and it can 
scarcely be doubted that the expedition was launched from Kiev. 

‘The Byzantines’ response to the Russian attack, whose failure they 
ascribed to the protection of the Mother of God, was swift and char- 
acteristic. It is highly probable that the main political object of Con- 
stantine’s mission to Khazaria in 860-1 was to concert with the khan 
on a joint policy against the Russians, the common enemy of Con- 
stantinople and Itil. This diplomatic encirclement of Kiev was fol- 
UNE by ui attempt to convert the Russians to Christianity. Soon 
e dos from the Rhos were baptized in Constantino- 

pU zw the Patriarch Photius was able to announce that the 
MEM CU 10 formerly surpassed all peoples in cruelty, had now 
Beane ee iae living under the spiritual authority ofa 
the reign of Ps m subjects and friends" of the Empire." Finally, in 
treaty with B 1, possibly about 874, the Russians concluded a 

5 ran and an archbishop was sent to them by the 
follow the Am n The scantiness of the sources does not allow us to 
Russian drm of this first Byzantine ecclesiastical organization on 
that ities Sista ne to suppose that its centre was at Kiev and 
sia later in the ea the pagan reaction that swept over South Rus- 
ity had ria ry. Yet the bridgehead which Byzantine Christian- 
destroyed, beyond the Pontic steppe was never completely 


became i 


BYZANTIUM AND THE SLA v. 


It is an impressive sign of the vision and resourcefulness which the 
Empire's foreign policy had acquired by the seventh decade of the 
ninth century that, while the missionaries of Photius and Ignatius 
were laboring to convert the Slavs and their Viking overlords on the 
middle Dnieper, the cultural and. political influence of Byzantium was 
able to strike out equally far to another region of the North. In 862. 
there arrived in Constantinople an embassy from Rastislav, prince of 
the Moravian Slavs. Its purpose was twofold: the Moravians, whose 
realm stretched from Bohemia to the Theiss and from the Carpathians 
to the middle Danube, desired to form an alliance with Byzantium to 
counteract the coalition recently made against them by Louis the 
German and the Bulgarian Khan Boris. Rastislav also requested 
Michael III to send him a missionary capable of teaching Christianity 
to his people in their own Slavonic tongue. Hitherto the Christian 
preachers in Moravia had been German missionaries and servants of 
the Frankish Emperor; a Slay-speaking clergy dependent on Constan- 
tinople, Rastislav believed, would help him preserve his independence 
and ensure a more rapid progress of Christianity in his land. The 
Moravian proposals were favorably received in Byzantium: the 
Franko-Bulgarian pact, which threatened to bring Carolingian influ- 
ence to the very doors of Constantinople, could not but alarm so 
experienced a diplomatist as the Emperor's chief minister, Bardas: 
while the Patriarch Photius must have foreseen that Byzantine influ- 
ence in Moravia would provide a means of exerting pressure on the 
Bulgarians and of bringing them too into the Christian fold. The 
Moravo-Byzantine alliance was concluded, and early in 863 an East 
Roman embassy left for central Europe, headed by Constantine. 
accompanied once again by his brother Methodius. 

The two brothers were natives of Greek Thessalonica and well 
acquainted with the Slavonic language of the hinterland. Constantine 
was also an unusually gifted philologist: before embarking on his new 

* invented an alphabet for use of the Moravian Slavs. This 
unequivocally attested Slavonic script, identified by most modern 
= Authorities as Glagolitic, was adapted to a dialect of southern Mac®- 

donia. By gradually translating into this dialect the Scriptures and 
liturgy of the Christian Church, Constantine and Methodius created @ 
‘Rew literary language, known as Old Church Slavonic, which became 
time the sacred idiom of a large section of the Slavs 
ional language of Europe. The two Wages 

avia by translating the liturgical offices ™ 
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Slavonic: it seems that at first they used only the Byzantine rite, but in 
the course of time also adopted and translated the Roman mass,73 
Their activities, which included the training of the clergy of Rastislav's 
new Slav Church, were viewed with open hostility by the Frankish 
clergy in Moravia who regarded them not only as dangerous innova- 
tors in matters of faith — for the Roman Church, in whose jurisdic- 
tion Moravia lay, did not favor the use of vernacular liturgies—but 
also, no doubt, as agents of Byzantine imperialism, In the winter of 
867-8, Constantine and Methodius travelled to Rome at the invitation 
of Pope Nicholas I, and were received by his successor Hadrian Il. 
They could scarcely have chosen a more propitious moment to plead 
their cause before the Holy See: for the work of these Byzantine mis- 
sionaries in Moravia had suddenly become a crucial factor in the 
ecclesiastical politics of Europe, owing to the remarkable change that 
had befallen the relations between the Empire and Bulgaria. 

The peace that prevailed between Byzantium and Bulgaria during 
Omortag's reign was endangered after his death (831) by the assertive- 
ness of the Bulgarians who occupied Sardica and Philippopolis and 
annexed central Macedonia.’ and by the pro-Frankish policy fol- 
lowed by the Khan Boris (852-89) at the beginning of his reign. In 
864, fearing that Boris would carry out his promise to accept Chris- 
tianity from the German court, the Emperor moved his army to the 
frontier and sent his fleet along the Black Sea coast. The khan was 
forced to capitulate: he undertook to renounce the Frankish alliance, 
to receive Christianity from Constantinople and — at least in the 
Byzantine reading of the facts — to submit himself and his people to 
the Emperor’s authority.’5 In the same year Boris was baptized,’ 
being christened Michael in honor of his imperial godfather. A revolt 
of the boyars against his decision to enforce baptism on all his sub- 
Jects was ruthlessly surpressed, and the triumph of Byzantine Chris- 
tianity in Bulgaria seemed assured. The Patriarch Photius wrote a 
long and carefully worded letter to Boris, explaining the doctrines of 
the Church and the duties of a Christian ruler.” The khan, however, 
Was not altogether satisfied by this learned disquisition: how was he to 
reconcile his recognition of Byzantine supremacy with his desire to 
Temain master in his own country? A separate ecclesiastical hierarchy, 
under a Bulgarian Patriarch, or at least under a bishop owing alle- 
giance to Constantinople, seemed to provide a solution techs 

5 ; but on this matter Photius was ominously silent. And 80, 
disappointed with the Greeks, Boris turned to his former ally, Louis 
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the German, and in 866 requested him to send a bishop and priests to 
ia: at the same time he sent an embassy to Rome asking the 
Pope for a Patriarch. Determined to make full use of this opportunity 
to subject the Bulgarian Church to the Holy See, Nicholas I at once 
sent two bishops to Bulgaria and composed a reply to a list of 106 
questions which Boris had sent him.” This shrewd and sagacious 
document shows that Boris was concerned at the social effects of the 
clash between the new Christian and the old Bulgarian traditions in 
his realm, that his understanding of Christianity was still rudimentary, 
but that he was prepared to exploit the rivalry between the Eastern 
and Western Churches to gain as much independence and prestige as 
possible for his own Church, Boris’ request for a Patriarch was, how- 
ever, adroitly side-stepped by the Pope: for the time being, the khan 
was told, he would have to content himself with an archbishop. But 
since Byzantium had grudged him even a bishop, Boris considered 
that he had got the better deal out of Rome and swore to remain for 
ever the faithful servant of St Peter. 
Such was the situation when Constantine and Methodius arrived 
in Rome. The Papacy, after its triumph over the Byzantine Church in 
Bulgaria, now seemed in a good position to regain the whole of Illyri- 
cum from the Patriarch of Constantinople and to impose its spiritual 
authority over the Slav world. The Slavonic liturgy was no doubt a 
break with traditional Roman practice; yet as a means of evangelizing 
the Slavs it commended itself, particularly as it was enthusiastically 
supported by two Slav rulers in central Europe, Rastislav of Moravia 
and Kocel of Pannonia. And so the new Pope Hadrian II gave his 
unqualified approval to the work of Constantine and Methodius and 
publicly authorized the use of the Slavonic liturgy. After Constantine’s 
death in Rome in February 869 (he died as a monk under the name 
Cyril), Methodius was sent back by the Pope to central Europe to set 
“up a new Slav Church in Pannonia and Moravia. A few months Ee 
however, he was back in Rome. Again his visit to the Pope coincide 
with an event of European importance which was causing a great stir 
in Rome; and again the cause of this stir was the unaccountable 
of Bulgaria. 


‘to detach Bulgaria from Rome.” In 
^ the anti-Photian Council in Con- 
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ntinople was attended by a Bulgarian embassy whic 

eroe Fathers, on behalf of their ruler, iir ics 
should be subject to Rome or Constantinople. A special conference of 
the eastern Patriarchs’ representatives, summoned under the Emperor's 
chairmanship to deal with this doubtless not unprepared intervention, 
and from which the protesting papal legates were excluded, decided 
that Bulgaria should return to the jurisdiction of the See of Constan- 
tinople. Boris naturally accepted this decision, the Roman clergy were 
expelled from his country, and an archbishop consecrated by the 
Patriarch Ignatius was sent to Bulgaria.” 

The news of Boris’ defection, or at least a warning that it was 
impending, probably arrived in Rome while Methodius was still there; 
it seemed hardly calculated to inspire the Pope with confidence in the 
good faith of the Slavs. But once again Hadrian II proved himself a 
statesman: he appointed Methodius Archbishop of Pannonia and 
Legate of the Holy See to the Slavonic nations, extending his diocese 
to the Bulgarian frontier and thus hoping, with the help of the Sla- 
vonic liturgy, to link the Slavs of central Europe still closer to Rome. 
But Methodius’ work in his new archdiocese was crippled by the con- 
tinued opposition of the Frankish clergy who considered that his Sla- 
vonic policy impinged on their own rights. For two and a half years 
they kept the archbishop a prisoner in Germany; and under their 
influence the Papacy, after the death of John VIII, lost interest in the 
Slavonic liturgy. About 882, at the invitation of the Emperor Basil 1, 
Methodius journeyed to Constantinople, where he was received with 
honor and affection. Two of his disciples, armed with the sacred 
books in Slavonic, remained in Byzantium as an instrument of further 
ii work among the Slavs and Methodius' last gift to his 
at ind. 

In 885 Methodius, powerless against the intrigues of the Frankish 
Party, the hostility of the new Moravian ruler Svatopluk and the indif- 

of Rome, died in Moravia, his work among the Slavs of cen- 

tral Europe on the brink of ruin. His principal disciples, including his 
Successor Gorazd, were sentenced to perpetual exile. Yet the Slavonic 
liturgy and the Slavo-Byzantine culture which St Cyril and St Metho- 
had implanted north of the Danube and on both sides of the 
northern Carpathians did not vanish from these lands for another two 
es In Bohemia, and possibly in southern Poland, their influ- 
can be traced well into the eleventh century,"! a sure sign of the 
Ppeal which Byzantine Christianity, in its vernacular Slavonic form, 
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retained in what had been in the ninth century a distant outpost of the 
East Roman missions. " 

It may be assumed that Methodius work in Moravia and Panno- 
nia enjoyed at least the moral support of his sovereign Basil I, The 
value of the Slavonic liturgy as a means of evangelizing the Slavs and 
attracting them into the political orbit of Byzantium was certainly 
appreciated by this Emperor,? whose policy towards the Balkan Slavs 
was marked by high statesmanship and crowned with remarkable suc- 
cess. Thus the Serbian tribes in the valleys of the Tara, the Lim and 
the Ibar, together with the piratical Narentani on the Adriatic coast, 
were forced to acknowledge the Emperor's sovereignty and to accept 
Christianity, but were left some political autonomy. In 878, through 
its agent, the Croatian prince Zdeslav, the Empire strengthened its 
hold over Dalmatia. And though in the following vear the Croats 
accepted the ecclesiastical sovereignty of the Roman See, the political 
and cultural influence of East Rome, ably furthered by Basil I and 
clothed in the attractive garb of the Cyrillo-Methodian vernacular tra- 
dition, remained paramount in the Balkans. 

It was in Bulgaria, however, that the legacy of Cyril and Metho- 
dius yielded its greatest dividends and was saved for Europe and the 
Slavs. The Byzantines were careful in 870 to avoid repeating the mis- 
take that had thrown Boris into the arms of the Papacy, especially 
since Pope John VIII was making desperate attempts to regain his 
allegiance. The Archbishop of Bulgaria, though a suffragan of the See 
of Constantinople, was granted a measure of autonomy.* Yet, as 
Boris must have realized, it was only by acquiring a native clergy and 
the Slavonic liturgy and letters that his people could safely continue to 
assimilate Byzantine civilization without prejudice to their cultural and 
Political independence, And so, when the disciples of Methodius, on 
their expulsion from Moravia, travelled down the Danube valley and 
arrived in Bulgaria, they were enthusiastically received by Boris. Cle- 
ment, one of their leaders, was sent to Macedonia about 886, where 
he labored among Boris’ Slav subjects for thirty years, converting the 
establishing the Slavonic liturgy of the Byzantine rite, building 


i became a renowned centre of Slavo-Byzantine cul- 
of Ohrid became the metropolis of Slavonic 
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;stianity. At Ohrid and Preslav, during the nex! 

Cni Byzantine literature was translated into Shu d 
hymns, Greek patristic works, Byzantine chronicles and encyclopae- 
dias, stories of Troy and of Alexander the Great, were made accessible 
to the Slavs in the Cyrillic script. The literary wealth that accumu- 
lated during this “first golden age” of Bulgarian literature, which 
included some original creations, was to nourish throughout the mid- 
dle ages the religious and intellectual life of the Russians, the Serbs 
and the Rumanians.** 

This cultural work was further stimulated when Boris’ third son 
Symeon succeeded to the throne (893) after his father had emerged 
from the monastery to which he had retired four years earlier, to 
depose his elder son Vladimir, whose pagan excesses had endangered 
the state. Symeon seemed peculiarly well fitted to continue his father's 
work: like Boris, he combined a devotion to Byzantine culture with an 
enthusiasm for Slavonic letters; much of his youth had been spent in 
Constantinople, where, so Liutprand was informed, he became profi- 
cient in the "rhetoric of Demosthenes and the syllogisms of Aristotle," 
earning the nickname of hemiargos, the half-Greek;^ and on his 
return to Bulgaria he actively sponsored the literary movement. His 
new capital of Preslav he intended to make a second Constantinople; 
the splendor of its churches and palaces, we are assured by a contem- 
porary Bulgarian writer, defied description; and in the royal palace sat 
Symeon “in a garment woven with gold, a golden chain round his 
neck, girt with a purple girdle covered with pearls, and wearing a 
golden sword."*7 
: The imperial diplomatists, in observing the progress of Byzan- 
tium’s northern proselyte, could congratulate themselves on the divi- 
dends which the Slav policy, devised by Photius and Basil I and car- 
Tied out by Cyril and Methodius and their disciples, was yielding in 
Bulgaria. But in 894 these achievements were compromised by the 
carelessness of the Emperor Leo VI. An intrigue at the imperial court 
enabled two Byzantine merchants to secure the monopoly of the Bul- 
Barian trade and to transfer the market to Thessalonica, where they 

posed heavy taxes on Bulgarian goods. Symeon thought this an 
Outrage. He promptly invaded Thrace, defeated a Byzantine army and 
advanced towards Constantinople. The peace which, save for a few 
Minor encounters, had reigned in the Balkans for the past eighty years 
Was at an end. Leo VI, whose best troops were in Asia, resorted to the 
‘method of imperial diplomacy: he sent an embassy to Bul- 
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garia’s northern neighbors, the Magyars, who then inhabited the 
between the lower Dnieper and the lower Danube, to per- 
suade them to attack Symeon in the rear. This Finno-Ugrian People. 
considerably mixed with and influenced by Turkic elements, had in all 
probability formed part of Kovrat’s Onoguric realm; they had 
remained east of the Maeotis as subjects of the Khazars and in the 
course of the ninth century had moved westward across the Don and 
the Dnieper. Ferried across the Danube by the Byzantine fleet, the 
Magyars raided north-eastern Bulgaria, inflicting several defeats on 
Symeon's armies (895). But Symeon was capable of outplaying the 
East Romans at their own game: he opened negotiations with the 
Empire, arrested the Byzantine ambassador Leo Choerosphactes and, 
entangling him in a sei nic correspondence in which both parties 
quibbled about word and punctuations,* called in the Magyars' east- 
ern neighbors, the Pechenegs. This Turkic people had recently been 
driven westward from their homes between the Emba and the Volga 
by the Uzes and had reached the Dnieper. Doubtless bribed by 
Symeon, they now combined with the Bulgarians to plunder the lands 
of the Magyars. Finding on their return from Bulgaria their homes 
occupied by the fearsome Pechenegs, the Magyars had no option but 
to migrate further west: so they crossed the Carpathians and in 895 
entered the Pannonian plain. By 906 they had destroyed the Moravian 
realm and founded the medieval kingdom of Hungary. Symeon, 
meanwhile, invaded Thrace and routed the Byzantines at Bulgaro- 
phygon (896). Peace was then concluded and the Empire undertook 
to pay Bulgaria a yearly subsidy. 
The events of these three years had seriously undermined the 
Empires position in the Balkans. A hostile and ambitious Symeon 
Row stood at the gates of Thrace, and the Slavs of Serbia and of the 
‘coastal region of Dyrrachium were falling under his influence. Further 
between the Danube and the Don, the Pechenegs had emerged 
factor in the steppes. In one respect only did these new 
offer some prospect of relief: hitherto Byzantium 
by a solid mass of Slavs, stretching from Thrace 
the Baltic sea; the coming of the Magyars to Pan- 
diplomacy, had driven a wedge into the 
precluding the formation of a united 
ng any further expansion of Bulgari 


n Leo VI's reign in another se 
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tor of the north. The Christian missions planted in Russia by Photius 
and Ignatius had fallen upon evil days. About 882 the Varangian 
Oleg, sailing south from Novgorod, captured Kiev from Askold and 
Dir." The whole of the waterway from the gulf of Finland to a point 
on the lower Dnieper some hundred miles north of the rapids?! was 
now united for the first time under a single Viking ruler, round Kiev, 
the capital of the new Russian state. The notorious controversy 
between the “Normanist” and the "anti-Normanist" schools of histori- 
ans as to whether the ninth-century Russian state was a Scandinavian 
creation or the product of earlier Slavonic or oriental traditions is now 
gradually abating; in the present writer’s opinion, it can no longer be 
doubted that the Slavs in the Dnieper basin had been taking an active 
part in the political and commercial life of the Iranian and Turkic 
overlords of the steppe for centuries before the Viking era; and that 
the pre-existing Slav land-owning aristocracy and merchant class 
remained the mainstay of the country’s territorial stability and eco- 
nomic growth under its Scandinavian overlords. But it is equally clear 
that it was the Vikings who united the scattered tribes of Eastern Slavs 
into a single state based on the Baltic-Black Sea waterway, to which 
they gave their “Russian” name. In this sense Oleg was certainly the 
founder of the Kievan realm. A wave of paganism swept over the 
Dnieper region during his reign and the predatory lust of the Vikings 
revived. In 907, with an amphibious host of Varangians and Slavs, 
Oleg appeared before Constantinople; after laying waste the suburbs 
of the city, he retired, and in 911 a treaty was signed between the 
Russians and the Empire.?* The preferential treatment it accorded the 
Russian merchants in Constantinople® seems to have ensured Byzan- 
tium. against new attacks from Kiev for the next thirty years. The 
commercial relations established in 911 mark a further stage in the 
ms assimilation of the Vikings into the East European world. But 
¿ong as the Varangian rulers of Kiev were pagan, and regarded 
T capital largely as a stepping-stone on the road to more alluring 


“rons, the Russians remained a potential threat to both Cherson 
Byzantium. 
mu diplomacy at least succeeded in keeping the peace with 


with S after 896. But the Emperor's death in 912 precipitated a war 

Jue Which lasted for eleven years, brought the Empire's 
tine st itne Balkans to the brink of ruin, and presented the Byzan- 
Experienced. Statesmen with a challenge the like of which they had never yet 


Symeon, meanwhile, was waiting for a chance to further 
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his ambitions at the expense ofa weakened Empire. The Byzantines 
seemed to be playing into his hands: his envoys, sent to renew the 
treaty of 896, had been brutally insulted by the Emperor Alexander, 
And after Alexander's death in June 913, the Empire, nominally ruled 
by a delicate child, Constantine Porphyrogenitus, and precariously 
governed by a regency council under the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus, 
was rent by a severe internal crisis. Symeon at the head of a large 
army invaded Thrace and appeared in August before Constantinople, 
Like Krum exactly a century before, he was daunted by the fortifica- 
tions and resolved to negotiate. 
‘The nature and result of these negotiations, concluded at a meet- 
ing between Symeon and the Patriarch Nicholas, are obscure and 
controversial. It is practically certain, however, that Symeon was then 
promised that one of his daughters would marry the Emperor Con- 
stantine, and it is possible that he obtained from the Byzantine 
government on the same occasion the title of “Emperor of the Bulgar- 
ians” (Baaidedc BovAydpcov).9 It is probable in any case that Symeon’s 
great ambition, which was to haunt him for the rest of his life, took 
shape as early as 913. The promised position of Basileopator, as the 
Emperor's father-in-law, offered power in Constantinople and seemed 
to point the way to the very throne of the Empire. The title of 
“Emperor of the Bulgarians” — if it was ever granted — was at best a 
makeshift: for Symeon was too well grounded in the Byzantine doc- 
trine of sovereignty to imagine for a moment that there could ever be 
two Empires in the Balkans; by its nature the Empire was universal 
and its only centre was Constantinople. It was not a national Bulgar- 
ian faciiría that Symeon desired, but the imperium of the Romans, 
the throne of the oikonuéw; And the Patriarch Nicholas, who for 
twelve years exerted all his diplomatic skill in an attempt to induce 
him to abandon this venture,% saw this very clearly: Symeon's bid for 
world domination he castigated as tyrannis, a rebellious usurpation of 
the imperial authority.® The Patriarch, who was prepared to go to 
almost any length to appease the Bulgarian ruler, significantly refused 
a concede this one vital point; against Symeon’s claims to hegemony 
solemnly reiterated the essential tenet of Byzantine political philo- 
the Empire, he wrote to Symeon, “stands above all earthly 
‘and alone on this earth was established by the King of all- 
Symeon's hopes proved vain. Hardly was he back in Preslav 
: ess Zoe seized control of the government in Constan- 
the Patriarch’s influence declined and the plan of a marriage 
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ance Was conveniently forgotten. Baulked in his immediate ambi- 
aen eon invaded Thrace and Macedonia. In vain did Nicholas 
n him to desist from aggression: Symeon's retort was to demand 
na ihe Byzantines recognise him as their Emperor.!?! Zoe's govern- 
ment, determined to crush him, sent an army into Bulgaria. On 20 
August 917, by the Achelous river near Anchialus, it was utterly 
routed by Symeon; the Bulgarians swept into Thrace, and at Catasyr- 
tae, not far from Constantinople, gained another victory. Symeon, 
whose dominions now extended from the Black Sea to the Adriatic 
and from Sirmium to the neighborhood of Thessalonica, was master 
of the Balkans. 

In the dark days between 917 and 919, when the fate of the 
Empire hung in the balance, Byzantium was saved once again by its 
diplomacy and by its capacity for producing great leaders. Zoe gained 
a precious respite by entangling Symeon with Serbia; and while the 
regency government was sinking into disaffection and intrigue, the 
Admiral Romanus Lecapenus began his steady climb to power. In 
May 919, through the marriage of his daughter to Constantine VII, he 
became Basileopator, on 17 December 920 he was crowned co- 
Emperor. Symeon had lost the race for power: the son of an Arme- 
nian peasant had gained the throne by the very means the Bulgarian 
sovereign had planned to use. In vain did Nicholas try to appease his 
impotent fury by sending him conciliatory letters: Symeon now 
demanded the deposition of Romanus in favor of himself;!02 every year 
now he invaded the Empire, reaching the approaches of Constantinople 
in 921, 922 and 924, and retaking Adrianople in 923. But Romanus had 
à policy for dealing with the Bulgarians: he allowed Symeon to exhaust 
imself in fruitless attacks on the capital, while Byzantine diplomacy 
stirred up trouble against him in Serbia, negotiated for a grand anti- 
nia pln of northern peoples — Magyars, Pechenegs, Rus- 
ils ms ars — and successfully countered his attempt to secure 

ihe e Egyptian Fatimid navy against Byzantium. > 
enc, autumn of 924 Symeon's army appeared for the last time 
Bauh nstantinople, Realizing no doubt that he could not hope to 
on a pier Pu without a fleet, he opened negotiations. At Cosmidium, 
uilt out into the Golden Horn, Symeon and the Emperor 
met and conversed. Contemporary chroniclers, whose imag- 
E M by this interview between the two most powerful 
fist mockin Europe, give a dramatic picture of the Bulgarian ruler, at 
'8 and flippant, gradually cowed by the majesty of imperial 


ination 
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Rome and humbled by the Emperor's moral authority.!'? Be that as it 
may, the meeting with Romanus sounded the death-knell of Symeon's 
ambitions: Constantinople, he must have realized by then, would 
never be his. Back in his own country, however, his insolence revive: 
he spurned the last pathetic appeals of the Patriarch Nicholas;« 
defiantly entitled himself “Emperor of the Bulgarians and of the 
Romans," to the indignation of Romanus who protested to Symeon 
in 925, not so much against his title of f/agiz/c, as against his “tyran- 
nical” claim to the throne of the Romaioi;'^5 and, perhaps about 926, 
raised the Archbishop of Bulgaria to the rank of Patriarch.!% But 
these constitutionally vacuous gestures could not conceal the fact that 
Symeon's bid for world hegemony had broken against the impregna- 
ble walls of Constantinople, the patient defensive policy of Romanus 
and the skill of Byzantine diplomacy. His armies were still able to 
subdue and devastate Serbia, where the Empire had been active 
against him; but in 926 a Bulgarian army which invaded Croatia was 
completely routed by the Emperor's ally, the Croatian king Tomislav. 
On 27 May 927 Symeon died. 

The death of the Bulgarian tsar altered the whole balance of 
power in the Balkans. Exhausted and ruined by his wars, Bulgaria 
ceased for the next sixty years to play an active part in the politics of 
eastern Europe. In the autumn of 927 a peace treaty was signed 
between Byzantium and the Bulgarian government:!? Peter, Symeon's 
son and successor, was married to Maria Lecapena, Romanus' grand- 
daughter, and was acknowledged by the Byzantine authorities as 
Emperor of Bulgaria (facia: Bovdyapiac); the autocephalous Bulgar- 
ian Patriarchate was also recognized. But these flattering concessions 
were but a cloak that barely concealed the extent of the Empires 
lomatic victory over Symeon's mild and saintly son. The Byzantine 
tsaritsa of Bulgaria ensured the dominance of Constantinople over the 
court of Preslav; while her husband, for all his imperial rank, sank to 
the level of a docile satellite of Byzantium, honored and chastened at 
‘once by the title of “spiritual son” of the Emperors of East Rome." 
decline of Bulgarian power affected the Empire’s northern 
sense: an effective buffer which had long prevented 

nations of the steppe from raiding Thrace was 
and the defense of the Empire’s northern frontier 
more on the skill of its diplomatists. Freed 

forced to meet a changing and complex 

, x and the northern Caucasus, dur- 
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«ag the rest of Romanus' reign (i.e. 927 to 944) and the personal reign 
ing the re ine VII (945-59) Byzantine diplomacy embarked upon one 
bos ‘ost successful periods. 
S ndi of the three sectors of the Empire's northern front solid 
results were achieved. In the Balkans, next to an increasingly byzantin- 
ized Bulgaria, the vu sine > nibs) over e vais 
A t a somew! iat nominal control over the coastal cities o! 
E ich since the seventies of the ninth century formed an 
imperial theme under the strategos resident at Zara;!® and retained 
de political authority in Croatia. Ha pod danga to its 
ovinces in this period came from the Magyars who ravaged 
Logan o 934 and 943. The imperial diplomatists were equal to the 
occasion: in or about the year 948 the Magyar chieftain Bulcsu came 
to Constantinople, was baptized in the city and, before returning 
home, was made a patricius by the Emperor. Soon afterwards another 
Hungarian leader named Gyula followed his example; and on his 
homeward journey Gyula was accompanied by the monk Hierotheus, 
whom the Patriarch had consecrated as “Bishop of Hungary” (Turkia) 
(énioxonos Toupkíac) and who appears to have labored successfully in 
his missionary diocese.!!? This new expansion of Byzantine Christian- 
ity to Pannonia, less than a century after the work of St Methodius in 
that land, did not prevent the Magyars from resuming their attacks on 
Te between 958 and 968; but at least it ensured a respite from 
their raids during the previous decade. 

At no time was the Crimean sector of more vital importance to 
the Empire than in the reigns of Romanus I and Constantine VII. 
Never was Byzantium’s traditional policy of hanging on to Cherson 
more clearly vindicated. From here alone could the East Roman sta- 
tesmen effectively adjust their northern policy to the changes that had 
taken place in the steppes since the end of the ninth century. For the 
Past two hundred years they had relied for preserving order in that 
eee mainly on the Khazars, but Khazar power was declining; so in 
eus Sar i the Rd Byzantium turned to the Pechenegs, 

encamj along the Black Sea coast between the 
Mane ant de Don. By the middle of the century alliance with the 
the north, ees the corner-stone of the Empire’s diplomacy in 
of the i ae new and urgent preoccupation the opening chapters 
for, as | inistrando imperio have preserved a striking memorial: 
ey Byron stantine is at pains to explain to his son, if this alliance is 
ntium Crimea is safe, trade with Rus’ can flourish, and the 
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Empire's northern neighbors, Bulgarians and Magyars an, 
who tremble with fear before the Pechenegs, will not dare to attack 
Byzantium. “I conceive, then,” the Emperor writes, “that it is uisi 
greatly to the advantage of the Emperor of the Romans to be minded 
to keep the peace with the nation of the Pechenegs and to conclude 
conventions and treaties of friendship with them and to send every 
year to them from our side a diplomatic agent with presents befittin, 
and suitable to that nation.”"!! The responsibility for negotiating Sm 
the Pechenegs inevitably lay with the strategos of Cherson. 

Another factor which enhanced the importance of Byzantine Cri- 
mea in this period was the continued growth of Kievan Rus’, In 94] 
Igor, Oleg's successor, led a great sea-borne expedition against Byzan- 
tium. Repulsed from the northern entrance of the Bosphorus, the 
Russians landed on the coast of Bithynia and plundered the country 
from Heraclea to Nicomedia; but, as they were withdrawing, their 
ships were attacked by the imperial navy under the protovestiarius 
Theophanes: the Greek fire wrought terrible destruction, and the Rus- 
sian armada was all but annihilated. In 944, at the head of a large 
army of Varangians and Slavs, Igor set off once more against Byzan- 
tium. An embassy from Romanus succeeded, however, in buying off 
the Russians and their Pecheneg allies on the Danube. Then, as in 
941, the Byzantines were forewarned of the approaching danger by 
the intelligence bureau of the strategos of Cherson: the Emperor was 
informed by the Chersonites that “the Rus’ are advancing with innu- 
merable ships, and have covered the sea with their vessels." The 
desire to safeguard the security of Cherson is evident in the treaty 
concluded between Russia and the Empire in 944.113 A comparison 
between the pacta of 911 and 944 suggests that the balance of power 
was shifting in favor of Byzantium: the trading privileges of the Rus- 
‘SR WEE ROW. curtailed,'4 and, most significantly, a 
notable proportion of the envoys sent to Constantinople by Igor to 
Pese treaty belonged to a Christian community in Kiev. Gradu- 
n Rund mde ond diplomacy, the Christian and imperial propa- 
me breaking down the pagan isolation of the Viking rulers of 
is Some time between 946 and 960, Igor's widow, Olga, regent of 

Tealm, went on a mission ‘of peace to Constantinople; there she 
‘Was baptized into the Byzantine Church, adopting the name, symbolic 
by its past of the reigning Empress Helena, wife of Con- 

Olga was unwilling or unable to impose 
large, and made an abortive attempt in 


d Russians 
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obtain a German bishop from Otto 1,!'* her relations with the 
959 to. aved the way for the triumph of Byzantine Christianity in 
D NUM reign of her grandson. , 
Rus in diplomacy of Romanus I and Constantine VII was no less 
ne on the North Caucasian area. Relations with the Khazars 
e e cooler since the khan's conversion to Judaism and the 
ai e the Pechenegs in the Pontic steppes. It is true that in the 
arrival 0 diplomatic protocol the khan still ranked, among non- 
Empires anes second only to the Caliph of Baghdad.! But Byzan- 
Chnstian “ger really trusted the Khazars. And just as their task of 
Aces the steppes in the interests of the Empire had recently 
eg upon the Pechenegs, so the role they had formerly been 
assigned by the Byzantine diplomatists of guarding the Northern Cau- 
casus Was now transferred to the Alans, whose lands marched with 
the Khanate in the south. Since the sixth century the Alans had been 
the most loyal of the Empire's satellites in this area, for all their strong 
attachment to paganism; it was not until the early years of the tenth 
century that the ruler of Alania accepted Christianity and an archbi- 
shop from the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus. Despite a subsequent and 
brief relapse into paganism, the Alans were held in high esteem in 
Byzantium, and Constantine Porphyrogenitus stressed their usefulness 
in checking possible Khazar encroachments on the Crimea.!!* Their 
ruler, who held the Byzantine title of {Couciactijc, was one of the three 
imperial satellites to glory in the title of the Emperor's “spiritual 
son."I? Of comparable importance was the ¿čovaiacvýc of Abasgia, 
who guarded Byzantium’s interests in the strategically vital area 
between Alania, Armenia and the Black Sea coast.!20 
Thus within the semi-circle which, in the tenth as in the sixth 
century, marked the effective limits of the Empire’s influence in the 
TOS the vast arca that extended from the Hungarian Alfóld, over 
NE cae and rivers of South Russia to the lower Volga and the 
de bid ue lowlands, the diplomacy of Romanus and Constan- 
: a up by the middle of the century a chain of vassal and 
Bde d supposedly revolving in obedient harmony 
Hem eu ne of the universal Autocrat in Constantinople, barbar- 
Emperor, or nt by the power or the liberalities of the 
of Byzantium Gr lytes attracted by the prestige and spiritual appeal 
ors that de tian culture. It was the work of these two emper- 
fifty pm Way for the forces of expansion which in the next 
1o carry the armies of East Rome to the Danube and 


Am 


BYZANTIU! 
s M AND THE sp Av. 


the influence of its civilization to the confines of the Baltic Sea. 

From the death of Romanus II (963) to the year 1018 the Empires 
northern policy was dominated by its relations with Bulgaria anq 
Rus’, Bulgaria in the reign of the Tsar Peter (927-69) was rent bya 
social and economic crisis: the accumulation of power and Wealth in 
the hands of an oppressive aristocracy was undermining the authority 
of the state and, as in the Empire, was depriving the peasants of their 
small holdings. Many of the latter, especially in Macedonia, were fal- 
ling under the sway of Bogomilism, a new sectarian movement that 
combined neo-Manichaean dualism and an evangelical and anti- 
sacramental interpretation of Christianity with an attitude of revolt 
against the established authorities of Church and State, and Which 
was soon to spread over the whole Balkan peninsula.?! And, still 
worse, the Tsar Peter, shortly after his wife's death, committed an 
error which precipitated the gravest crisis his country had yet expe- 
rienced. In the winter of 965-6 he sent an embassy to Constantinople 
to demand further "tribute," This was more than the Emperor Nice- 
phorus Phocas, fresh from his victories of Tarsus and Crete, could 
endure; Peter's envoys were whipped and dismissed, and Nicephorus 
moved his army to the Bulgarian border.? Reluctant, however, to 
campaign in that dangerous country, he confined himself to seizing a 
few frontier forts and sent the patricius Calocyros to Russia with 
instructions to bribe its ruler Svyatoslav to attack Bulgaria. The pagan 
and warlike son of Olga had the makings of an empire builder: he had 
recently inflicted a crushing defeat on the Khazars (c.965). He was 
‘easily persuaded by the Byzantine ambassador: in 967!23 he crossed 
‘the Danube at the head of a large army and rapidly overran the 
Setting up his residence at Little Preslav (Pereyaslavets), 
river delta. It soon became clear, however, that Svyatoslav had no 
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had joined him in a vast barbarian coalition against the Empire. Calo- 
cyros himself had turned traitor and was plotting, with the help of the 
Russians, to seize the Byzantine throne. Conscious of this serious 
danger, the new Emperor John Tzimisces began negotiation Svya- 
toslav’s reply was to demand that the Byzantines, if unwilling to pay 
him an enormous tribute, depart from Europe and cross over into 
Asia.!?* Not since the days of Symeon had a barbarian ruler dared to 
address the Emperor of Byzantium in such tones. In the summer of 
970 the Russians invaded Thrace, but were defeated at Arcadiopolis 
by Bardas Sclerus,'?” 

In the spring of 971,' at the head of a large and well-trained 
army, John Tzimisces set out on one of the greatest campaigns in the 
history of Byzantine arms. In April, Great Preslav, furiously defended 
by Svyatoslav's men, was taken by storm. The Russians, fighting des- 
perately, fell back on Silistria (Dristra, Dorystolum) where their prince 
had entrenched himself. For three months packed with heroic epi- 
sodes, the city was besieged, until finally the Russians, overwhelmed 
by Tzimisces' iron-clad host, terrified by the fire-shooting ships of the 
imperial navy that had appeared on the Danube to cut off their 
retreat, and exhausted by famine, gave up in despair. Svyatoslav 
undertook to leave Bulgaria, begging only to be allowed to cross the 
river and to be given some food for the remnant of his army.!2 The 
Emperor accepted these terms; in July 971 a treaty was signed 
between the two rulers: the Russian prince pledged himself never 
‘again to attack the Empire, Bulgaria, or Cherson, and to fight the 
enemies of Byzantium,'® the Emperor renewed the old trading privi- 
leges of the Russians.!! After a brief meeting on the banks of the 
Danube, the two monarchs started on their homeward journeys: 
Svyatoslav was ambushed by the Pechenegs near the Dnieper rapids 
and slain in battle (972); John Tzimisces returned in triumph to Con- 
stantinople, where the Bulgarian Tsar Boris II publicly abdicated his 
d Bulgaria was thus annexed to the Empire. In a single year. 

Tzimisces had restored the Empire's northern frontier to the 
be from which Asparuch had evicted the Fast Romans three 
'. and freed Byzantium from the Russian menace. 

after three centuries, the Empire found itself, across 
be, face to face with the steppes and its denizens. 
it needed now a strong and reliable satellite in the 
Khanate could fulfill this role no more; it would 
blow dealt to it by Svyatoslav; the Pechenegs 
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imes proved themselves treacherous allies; the Magyars 
had several Saly A ET E E a 
COE MD rince ‘of Kiev, who now ruled over a vast territory from the 
ont T x to the lower Oka and from the gulf of Finland to the 
en could stand between the Empire and the chaos of 
lower "And it was by Christianity alone that Byzantium could hope 
mn. his abiding loyalty. For all his inveterate heathenism, Svya- 
w ia seems. had not the time nor the inclination to undo his 
s work in Kiev; and all through the tenth century Christianity 
was slowly filtering into Rus’ from Bulgaria especially, through the 
Slavonic translations of the disciples of Cyril and Methodius, from 
Bohemia perhaps. where the vernacular Slavonic culture still survived, 
and probably also from Germany and Rome. But it was left to the 
Emperor Basil Il to ensure. with the help of his missionaries and 
diplomatists, the final triumph of Byzantine Christianity in Rus’. 

The story of the conversion of Rus' is told at great length by the 
Russian Primary Chronicle’? and briefly by the eleventh-century Arab 
historian Yahya of Antioch.!^* The former, if allowance is made for its 
peculiar blend of fact and fiction and for probable later interpolations, 
may be used to supplement the latter, and the following picture then 
emerges, In the spring of 988, at the most critical moment of his reign, 
when the troops of the usurper Bardas Phocas stood on the Asian side of 
the Bosphorus, Basil Il was saved by the arrival in Constantinople of six 
thousand Varangian warriors. The timely tance of these professional 
soldiers enabled the Emperor to defeat his rival at Chrysopolis. This 
expeditionary corps, which was to form the nucleus of the Emperor's 
celebrated Varangian guard, had been sent by Svyatoslav's son, Vla- 
dimir, the prince of Kiev, in fulfillment of an agreement he had con- 
tracted with the Empire in the previous winter." For his military 
assistance Vladimir had been promised the hand of the Emperor's 
Sister, the Porphyrogenita Anna, on condition that he and his people 
accepted Christianity. But now that the acute danger was past, Basil II 
eee hurry to honor an obligation so incompatible with the 
SH traditions of East Rome.'* In the summer of 989, in all 
bie UNT doubtless to compel Byzantium to send him his promised 
Sime win imir marched to the Crimea and invested Cherson; by the 

i ler or the early spring of 990 the city was his, and the unwilling 

h » Sacrificed to the interests of the Empire, was dispatched across 
conclusion pasties Vladimir became a Christian in Rus' on the 
"S agreement with Byzantium, as some Russian sources 
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seem to imply, or whether, as the Primary Chronicle 
was baptized in Cherson by the local bishop before his marriage ; 
question to which — in the present writer’s view — no certain He Ws 
can at present be given without ignoring or maltreating part S 
evidence. But whichever view is adopted, the role played by Ch BE 
in the conversion of Russia will appear decisive, and this city, "e id 
the focus of missionary work among the northern barbarians ie 
her captor captive: for after their marriage Vladimir and his me ue 
bride were escorted from the Crimea to Kiev by members of hel 
clergy, who began to implant Christianity throughout the Rss 
realm, while Cherson was returned by Vladimir to the Empire. The 
new Russian Church was subordinated to the Patriarchate of iG. 
stantinople;? Vladimir's act of faith and statemanship linked Russia 
to Byzantine culture and to eastern Christianity; and the East Roman 
missionaries and diplomatists thus peacefully gained for the Byzantine 
vlkonuóvy and for Europe a territory which in size exceeded the 
The Byzantine government had all 


prolixly relates. he 


it seems, had 
of eastern Bul- 


provincial governor, the four Comitopuli, raised the 
pepe of revolt." The rebellion became a war of liberation. By 
» Samuel, the youngest of the four, was the sole ruler of a powerful 
Whose capital was first Prespa and later Ohrid, and which 
the end of the century most of the former Bulgarian 
Euh the Black Sea and the Adriatic, with the addition of 
Epirus, as well as Serbia. In 997 or 998, Samuel pro- 
‘Tsar, and this act, coupled with his restoration of the 
hate abolished by John Tzimisces, whose seat was 
Ohrid, signified his deliberate assumption of the 
attempt to deal with Samuel ended in disaster: in 
an abortive siege of Sardica, his army was 
and slaughtered by the Bulgarians. For 

thes ge 


ire and Its Northern Neighbors 63 

The Emp 
„on continued unchecked. By the spring of 991, Basil II was 
expansion edunt, where he campaigned for three years with increas- 
zm iem indecisive, success. He was handicapped by having to 
ing, but 5 and his wars in Syria and the Caucasus (995-1001) 


fronts, é : 
ft ihe Bulgarians to thrust at Thessalonica and to invade Greece 


enab) rinth. 
down PE caper had made peace with the Fatimids and 

d HS Constantinople, free to devote all his carefully nurtured 
bos E mind and body and his military and political genius to what 
i come to regard as the main task of his reign. In a series of 
carefully planned and brilliantly executed campaigns he captured the 
cities of eastern Bulgaria, including Pliska and the two Preslavs, and 
advanced deep into Macedonia, seizing fortress after fortress. In four 
years of this ruthless and methodical strategy Samuel had lost half his 
Empire. Any hopes he might have had of saving the remainder were 
dashed in July 1014, when his army was routed in the mountain pass of 
Kleidion (Cimbalongus) near the Strymon valley. Basil had all the 
Bulgarian captives — numbering, it was said, fourteen thousand!29 — 
blinded, save for one in every hundred who was left with one eye to lead 
his comrades back to the Tsar. At the sight of this gruesome procession 
Samuel fell to the ground in a fit. Two days later, on 6 October 1014, he 
was dead. 

The end was very near. It was hastened by the chaos that engulfed 
the remnant of Bulgaria. Samuel's son and successor, Gabriel Rado- 
mir, was murdered by his cousin John Vladislav (1015). In vain did the 
new Bulgarian Tsar, like his predecessor, promise obedience to the 
Byzantine Emperor; Basil pursued his systematic conquest of Mace- 
donia. Early in 1018, when the news reached him in Constantinople 
that John Vladislav had been killed in a 


is and triumphant Procession. At the gates of Ohrid he received the 


sil Where, before the more splendid triumph that awaited 
Athens j tinople, he offered humble thanks to Our Lady of 
[open church, the Parthenon. 


VEM the. peninsula, from the middle and lower 
ibe to the i 
southern tip of the Peloponnese, and from the Black 
confines of Istria, now lay in the unchallenged possession, 
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or under the sovereignty, of East Rome. In 1018, the three t 
sectors of the Empire’s northern front—the Danube, the Crime 

the south-western approaches to the Caucasus— were ed and 
than ever under its sway. In the steppes a favorable balance of miy 
seemed assured for the future, and further north the ER 
expanses of Rus’ had been brought within the orbit of the Byzai kn 
olkonu£vr intine 
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FOOTNOTES ON CHAPTER II 


The "Patzinala" of the Greek sources. 

3Sec the remarks of Polybius on the exposure of ancient Byzantium to attacks by land, 1 
45; ed. T. Bütmer- Wobst (Leipzig. 1889), pp. 57-8 and above ch. 1 His, iy, 

The origin. ethnic character and geographical distribution of the Antes still raise some 

ons. The main contemporary authorities are Jordanes, Getica, v, 32-7 (MGH Auer 

fp. 6211) and Procopius, History of the Wars, VII, 14, 22-30 and VIII, 4, 9: ed. J. Haury (Lai 
1905), pp. 354 fL who regard them as Slavs, ethnically and linguistically related to the Sclaveni ri 
former locates them along the Black Sea coast, between the Danube and the Dniester, and se fa °S 
the Dnieper; the latter mentions them in the region of the Donets, north of the Sea of Azov. Sanu 
different tribes were originally ruled by a non-Slav, possibly Iranian, minority, but slavicised. as 
Jeast in Bessarabia, by the sixth century. See G. Vernadsky, Ancient Russia (New Haven, 1944) 3. 
104-8, 155-60 and passim; F. Dvornik, The Making of Central and Eastern Europe (London. be 


pp. 27942. 

Hist. of the Wars, VII, 29, 1-3; (op. cit, p. 423). 

2E Stein, Hato du lr rie 1.310 

number of modern authorities identify the Avars who migrated to Europe with the J 
of the Chinese: J.B. Bury, History of the Later Roman Empire, 1 (London, 1923), pp. 314-16 G. 
Vernadsky, Ancient Russia, pp. 178-9; E. Stein, op. cit. II, pp. 541-2. In the view of some scholars, 
the distinction made by Theophylactus Simocatta (Hist. VII, caps 7-8, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig. 
1887), pp. 286 ff. between the ‘rue Avarr (the Juan-juan) and the 'pseudo-Avars' (who alone 
migrated to Europe) rests on somewhat fragile foundations: see V. Minorsky, Hudüd al- Alam. 
(London, 1937), pp. 447-8; R. Grousset, L'empire des steppes (Paris, 1939), pp. 226-7. For a 
lifferent view, see E. Chavannes, ‘Documents sur les Tou-Kiue occidentaux, Sbornik Trudov 


Puzzling 
ant. v. 1, 


Exkurs über die Skythischen Volker’, B, XXIII (1953), pp. 
Sain, VOS, Pr e ), pp. 275-462; 
a is ed. r, I (Berlin, 1903), p. 44; 
*On Justin I's new policy towards the barbarians see E. Stein, Studien zur Geschichte des 


A Ss ilies unter den Kaisern Justinus II und Tiberius Constantinus 
On the Avar embassy of be Teo cit. p. 446 and the vivid description of 

f, Auct. ant. n. pp. 143-7). Cf. H. P 

puel pp. 143-7). Cf. H. Howorth, 


On the different fo 
(1897) paie gms of this name, see J B. Bury, "The Turks in the Sixth Century”, EHR. XII 


ny "M " 
vult dod € historians believe that the Byzantine government, while 


journey from Silzibur's sa be to Constanti 
intinople. Cf. N. V. 
diplomatiya i torgoviya Selkom v V-VII vv.", VV, n.s. 1 (1947). pP- 


os, Which occurs in a sixteenth-century 
Cambridge (O. 3, 
a ed 


ondary authorities dealing with these invasions are listed bY 
roates et des Serbes”, B, xvii (1944-5), pp. 104-10, and by A- 
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Bon. Le Péloponnése byzantin (Paris, 1951), pp. 312. 

^ Hist. eccl. Vi, 25; Engl. transl. R. Payne Smith (Oxford, 1860). pp. 432-3. 

i:Menander, op. cit. 1, pp. 220-1, 1, p. 476; H. Howorth, “The Avars", JRAS, xxi (1889), 

y ^ pp. 
1443-1. Hauptmann, "Les rapports des Byzantins avec le Slaves et les Avares pendant la seconde 
Tloitié du VI'si&cl", B 1v (1927-8), pp. 137-70; P. Lemerle,"Invasionset migrations dans es Balkans. 
depuis la fin de l'époque romaine jusqu'au VIII siècle", RH, ccx (1954), pp. 289-90. 

D'Theoph. Simocatta, t, caps. 5-6, ed. C. de Boor, pp. 48-52; Howorth, op. cit. pp. 749-52. 

3rMuch learned controversy has been aroused by the statement in the Chronicle of Monemvasia, 
confirmed by a tenth-century scholium of Arethas of Caesarea and echoed in a letter of the 
Patriarch Nicholas III (1084-1111), that in 587 the Avars and the Slavs conquered and settled the 
Peloponnese, and that only Corinth, the Argolid and the eastern part of the peninsula remained in 
Byzantine hands after that date. The reliability of this evidence is strongly and convincingly sup- 
ported by P. Charanis (“The Chronicle of Monemvasia and the Question of the Slavonic Settle- 
Ponts in Greece”, DOP, v (1950), 139-66; "On the Question of the Slavonic Settlements in Greece 
during the Middle Ages”, BS, x [1949], 254-8). The source references and other works on this 
controversial topic are cited in A. Bon, Le Péloponnése byzantin, pp. 32-5. See also P. Charanis, 
“On the Slavic Settlement in the Peloponnesus”, BZ, xvi (1953), pp. 91-103. 

"Miracula S. Demetrii, MPG, cxvi. 1284-93. A. Tougard, De l'histoire profane dans les Actes 
grecs des Bollandistes (Paris, 1874), pp. 88 ff. P. Lemerle, Les plus anciens recueils des Miracles de 
Faint Démétrius, 1 (Paris, 1979), pp. 130, 134. The Avaro-Slav army is here said to have arrived 
before the city walls on Sunday 22 September, in the reign of Maurice. This gives two possible dates 
—. S86 and 597; opinion is divided as to which of these years is to be accepted. 

ADR. 131. 

The chronology of Maurice's Avaro-Slav wars of 592-602, as reconstructed from the evidence of 
Theophylactus Simocatta, remains confused and controversial 

25N.H. Baynes, "The Date of the Avar Surprise", BZ, xxx (1912), 110-28. 

2 Chronicon, MPL, xxxi, 1056. 

fr Chronicon Paschale, 1, pp. 719ff. (CSHB); Theophanes, Chronographia, pp. 3151f. (ed. C. de 
Boor); George Pisides, Bellum Avaricum, pp. 47-68 (CSHB); and the account of an anonymous 
eye-witness of the siege: Tepi ta dü&av "ABépov (A. Mai, Nova Patrum Bibliotheca (Rome, 
1853), Vi. pp. 423 ff; see also Izvori za Biilgarskata Istoriya = Fontes Historiae Bulgaricae, V! (Sofia. 
1960], pp. 41-55; and F. Barišić, "Le siège de Constantinople par les Avares et les Slaves en 626°, B, 
xxiv [1954], pp. 371-95). 

De administrando imperio, caps. 31, 32, DAI. 1, pp. 146-60. The reliability of Constantine's 
account of the southward migration of the Croats and the Serbs in the seventh century has been the 
subject of a long controversy which is still not finally resolved. However, scholars are increasingly 
inclined to accept this account as substantially true. See the discussions of this problem by G. 
Ostrogorsky (History of the Byzantine State, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1968). pp. 104-5, n. 5, F. Dvornik (in 
DAI, u, pp. 94-101, 114-16), and B. Ferjanci& Vizantijski Izvori za istoriju naroda Jugoslavije, u 
desde, pp. 37-58). 

icephorus, Opusc. hist. p. 12 (ed. C. de Boor). 
ree Novos "Zur Geschichte der Onoguren”, Ungar, Jahrbücher, x (1930. pp. 53-90 and the 
ibliography in Byzantinoturcica, 1. pp. 65 ff. (2nd ed.) 

a Nests op. cit., p. 24. "The Onogur ruler who visited Heraclius in 619 was probably 
Kovrat’s uncle Organa (Orchan). ; 

The Chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu, trans. R. H. Charles (London, 1916), p. 197. Kovrat is 
certainly identical with Kurt, who according to the eighth-century list of Old Bulgar rulers reigned 
for sixty years, ie. according to V. Zlatarski (Istoriya na billgarskata diüržava prez srednite E 
[Sofia, 1918} 1. 1, pp. 84-96, 353-82) from 584 to 642. CI. S. Runciman, A History of the first 
Bulgarian Empire (London, 1930), pp. 272-9. 3 

SM. Seton has ed to prove ikat some time after 641:2" he Onogur Bulgars under conie 
biy. one ofthe sons of Kovrat or under some other lieutenant, attacked and captured Corm bé 
Bulgars in the Balkans”, SP, XXV [1950] pp. 50243; "The Emperor Constans IL and the copus 
Corinth by the Onogur Bulgars”, ‘xxvii [1952). pp. 351-62). His arguments have "e id 
convince the present writer. Cf. their criticism by P. Charanis, "On the Capture of Corin by 
Onogurs", SP, xxvn (1952), pp. 343-50. 1 " 

The oria sí Us hens who in the late sixth and carly seventh centuries were mier e E 
Western Turks, is still a matier for debate. CI. D. M. Dunlop, The History of the 
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(Princeton, 1954) pp. 340; W. B. Henning, “A Farewell to the Khagan of the Ag-Aquatirgn", 
iv (1952), pp. 501-2. 

ian ope occurs in the List of Old Bulgar Rulers; the Greek form 'Aonapovy ("Aspar- 

hiruk- in Armenian: see H. Grégoire; B, xvi 1944-5] p. 115, n. 34) is used here, as the more familiar, 

S Theophanes, pp. 356-9 (ed. C. de Boor); Nicephorus, Opusc. hist. pp. 33-5 (ed. C. de Boor) 
Theophanes paces all these events, the Bulgar “Landnahme” and the foundation of the First Bulgar- 
ian Empire, in AM 6171 = A0,679-80:s0 V. Zlatarski, Istoria. |, pp. 146-8; S. Runciman, op. cir. p 
Fr but J. Kulakowsky (htoriya Vizani m, p. 249) had already drawn attention toa piece of evidence 
(Mansi, xt 617) which shows that the war still continued during part of 681, Cf. G. Ostrogorsky, 
History of the Byzantine State, p. 126, n. 4. 

NContrary to V. Zlatarski, op. cit. 1 1, pp. 142-5, who argues that the Slavs entered into a 
contractual agreement with Asparuch, I. Dujécv has convincingly shown ("Protobulgares et Slaves", 
Sem. Kond. x [1938], pp. 145-54) that they were actually subjugated by the Bulgars. 

There is some doubt as to where this ceremony took place. According to Nicephorus (p. 42) it was 
in Tervel's camp outside the city walls, The Suda, on the other hand, states that Tervel addressed the 
people of Byzantium in the palace of the Chrysotriclinus (more precisely, in the facti: Suidae 
Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, t, p. 459), 

"Nicephorus, Opus, hist. p. 42 states that Justinian TépBedn, . .spooxtwcietar aiv aired (mà vof 
haoi txteve 

"This may be implied from the statement of Theophanes (ed. C. de Boor, p. 374) that Tervel in 705 
undertook vísd-vis Justinian ndvra iraxorc kal avvrpéyciv 

"See the remarks on the Khazaro-Byzantine trade by S 
History, n, pp. 91-2. 

‘2G, Moravesik, "Proiskho?denie slova tiix{dxiov", Sem. Kond. iv (1931), pp. 69-76. 

LAC légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues de Byzance (BS, Suppl. 1, 1933). 
[3 

“The Life of St. Abo of Tiflis, describing conditions in Khazaria in the second half of the 
eighth century, states: “in terra illa. multa sunt urbes et pagi, qui secundum Christi legem secure 
boat aes dans la Passion de S. Abo de Tiflis”, AB, Ln [1934], 25 ff., cf. F. 
Dvornik, op. cit. pp. 158-9, 163-5). 

“Cf. Menologion Basilii Il Imperatoris, M PG, cxvu, 181; Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopoli- 
tanae, ed. H. Delehaye, Propylaeum ad AASS Novembris (Brussels, 1902), col. 263. 

“G. 1. Konidares, “Ai pntpordheic xai dpytemoxonai tob oikoupevixod narpiapzcion xai 
hráče avv, Texte und Forschungen zur byzant-neugriechischen Philologie. no. 13 (1934). p. 
100. This is the interpretation given to the "Gothic Eparchy” by V. Mosin (“Exapyia or 
Khazarii v Vill-m veke”, Trudy I¥-go Sjezda Russkikh Akademiceskikh Organizaci za granitsej, 1 
(Belgrade, 1929), pp. 149-56; Mo&in's conclusions were accepted by G. Moravcsik (Zur Gesch. der 
Onoguren, pp. 64-5), A. Vasiliev (The Goths in the Crimea, pp. 97-104), and to a large extent by F. 
Dvornik (Les légendes. pp. 160-8). For different views see G. Vernadsky, “The Eparchy of Gothia”. 
B. xv (1940-1), 67-76, and V. Laurent, "L'érection de la métropole d'Athènes et le statut ecclésias- 
tique de l'lyricum au VIN scie", EB, i (1943-4), pg. 59. 

“See D. Pru The History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 116-70, 

"There are two classic texts showing the predominance of the Slavs in the Peloponnese in the 
Sieht century: (1) Constantine Porphyrogenitus states that in 7467 Zi 3 rina ji Kai 
md  thematous p. 91 ed. A. Peru for the term 200/00 see A. Bon. Le 
picis byzantin, 2d )n. eee SML ME NIMM, Bishop of Eichstátt, on his way 
ET PEA Monemvasia, a city he locates “in Slawinia terra" (Vita S. Willibaldi, MGH. 


. Runciman, in Cambridge Economic 
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sauka xxt 1119521 PP 644-77), the theme of Hellas was limited to the eastern part of Central 
je Nauka: 
Greece: heme used to be considered to have been created after the Byzantine victor 

"She Peloponnesian Ter ‘put, as Ostrogorsky has pointed out (loc. cit. pp 71. History of the 
4. n. 2). the existence of this theme before ROS, restricted no doubt to the eastern 
" insula, can be clearly inferred both from the De administrando imperio, cap. 49, DAI. 
ofthe penne the Chronicle of Monemvasia, ed. 1. Dujtev (Palermo, 1976). For a more 
vp 228 5 areata of the evidence see R. J. H. Jenkins, in DAJ, u, pp. 184-5, 
cautious nere C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1883). p. 503 

Theophanes, ed: 0^ inisirando imperio, cap. 42, DAI. t pp. 182-4, and 1, pp, 1545 

const, Porphyr; Di rians who threatened the Khazars and Byzantine Crimea in the fourth 

ssThe identity of uy is a matter of considerable dispute, Scylites, ed. I. Thurn (1973), p. 73, 

de of the ninth cer ames Continuatus (p. 122, CSHB) by implication. that they were the 
sates explicit and ever, been pointed out (J. Marquart, Osteuropiaische und ostasiatische 
Hae [903] p. 28) that in 833 the Pechenegs were still east of the Volga; furthermore 
Sree L ral work has shown that Sarkel was situated on the eft bank of the Don (M 
recent archaea) oe Nay Arkheologiya, v [1940], 13067): "Khazanskaya Krepost Sarkel” 
Aramonmv, SESS: Hungaricae, vi [1956] 321-41), and this must mean that it was built agaist 
Acta Arch A West. Those scholars who reject the statement of Seylitzes believe in the main that 
aacis from sn question were cither Magyars (C. A. Macartney, The Magvars in the Ninh 
the barbara die. 1930), pp. 745) or the Russian Vikings (J. B. Bury, A History ofthe Eastem 
Cenn re, pp. 414-18; F. Dvornik, Les légendes, pp. 172-4, A. Vasey, The Gola in te 
Crimea, pp. 109 fL). 

OET Marquart, loc. cit; J. B. Bury, op. cit. p. 416. 

GL khazar envoys to Constantinople about 860 openly professed monotheism: se Vita Cor. 
sni cap. 8: Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses: Fontes, d. F. Grivec and T. Toms 
Tages, 1960) (Radovi Staroslavenskog Instituta, iv) p. 109; F. Dvornik, Les légendes p. Sl 
eae ter, the Khan himself told the Byzantine envoys: "we differ from you on this point alone: you 
Tory the Trinity and we worship one God, having received the Books" (Yita Constantin ep. A 
Mor vec and Tomšič p. 112; Dvornik, op. cit. p. 361). Yet the same Khazar envoys said to the 
Tperor: "Ie Jews exhort us to embrace their faith and their traditions, but the Saracens one 
ther hand. . urge us to accept their beliefs" (ibid. cap. 8, ed. Grivec and Tomiie, p. 109: Pvornik, 

cit. p. 388). ^ 
FF sabi 79040 ("The Hebrew Correspondence": see Dunlop, op. cit, pp: 116-70): in the reign of 
Hárin ar-Rashid (768809) (Mas'udi, Les prairies d'or, trans. C. Barbier de Meynard, n [Pars 
1863] p. 8). 

STIR Paral conversion to Judaism seems to be implied in a passage of the Life of St Abo of 
Tiflis, where the Khazars are described as being in the late eighth century "agreste? let E 
leg em nullam habent, nisi quod unum Deum creatorem. norunt" (P. Peeters, op. cit. V ). E. 
aA tens [Garar] cireumeisa est, et omnem "udaismum observat." Druthmar, Exposi 

fatthaeum, M PL, cvi. 1456. POM 

‘The present writer cannot hence, without the above qualifications, accept F. Le 
ment (Les légendes. p. 171) that the Khazars already professed Judaism at the Vis bel 
mission, and agrees, with the same qualifications, with the conclusions of G. Vermaeck» 


Of the Converion of the Khazars to Judaism", B, xv [1940-1], 76-6) for a diferent view e 
Dunlop, op. cit, pp. 195-6. 


Vita Const. ik, Les légendes p. 370. à 
ee Oe a a pal for all their rhetorical aoe 


ET 


pression of the city's anguish in the summer of 860: Müller. FHG, v. 1. PP; 


Attack on Constantinople in 860 (Cambridge, Mass.. 1946). i as early as 
aap ie presence in Constantinople of A embassy [rom the Swedish Rire j 
je Annales Bertiniani, MGH Script. t, p. 434. Cf. A. Vasiliev, oP. cit. sodes "ITE 
For the Arabic sources on the Rds sec V. Minorsky, "Rus, Encyel. of [e S o problems. 
“The Viking colonization of the lower Don and Azov areas raises some A ds region by the 
The present writer believes that Viking bands had very probably reached "I 
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early ninth century, but finds it hard to accept the view of Vernadsky (Ancient Russia, pp. 278-86) 
and Moin that the Norsemen built an organized and powerful state in this area: see the full 
discussion in Mo&in, “Varyagorusskij vopros", Slavia, x (1931), 109-36, 343-79, 501-37; +N; 
Rusi. Normany v vostoenoj Evrope”, BS, m (1931), 33-58, 285-307. 

On this route see D. Obolensky in DAJ, 1 pp. 18-61 (with bibliography). 

“The Russian Primary Chronicle (Povest’ Vremennykh Let), ed. D. Likhatev and V. Adrianova- 
Peretts (Moscow-Leningrad, 1950), 1, pp. 18-19; English trans. by S. H. Cross and O. P. 
Sherbowitz-Wetzor (Cambridge, Mass., 1953), pp. 59-60. This will be subsequently cited as The 
Russian Primary Chronicle and the English translation of 1953 as "Cross-Sherbowitz." 

“The much-debated question as to whether the Russian attack of 860 was launched from Kiev or 
from the Azov region is discussed by A. Vasiliev (op. cit. pp. 169-75), whose arguments in favor of 
Kiev seem to the present writer convincing. 

"Theoph. Cont. cap. 33, p. 196 (CSHB). 

Photius, Epistolae, MPG, cu, 736-7 (tò "Pas, . tv Onde kavtods Kai zpotévov 

m D Ng Kai npoévev taker. . 

Theoph. Cont cap. 97, pp. 342:3, Cf. DR, 493. 

For the probable coexistence, and possible blending, of the Byzantine and the Roman rit 
Moravia, see F. Dvornik, The Slavs, their early History and Civilization (Boston, 1956) pp. 34-5. 
166-7; F. Grivee, Konstantin und Method, Lehrer der Slaven (Wiesbaden, 1960), pp. 179-84. — 

“According to P. Mutaftiev, /storiya na bülgarskiya narod, 1 (3rd ed., Sofia, 1948), pp. 171-6, the 
Sei roaba Obeid and Prespa vas part of the Bulgarian realm by 842. 

i po... xai Xpiaciavoi yevéoba xal iotárteofiar "ci Kal "Poyaiorz 
Gg ! Monachus, p. EM, 19-20 (CSHB mue i es 
he date is’ baptism—864, and not, as V. Zlatarski (/storiya, 1, 2, pp. 27-31) and S. 

Runciman (First Bulgarian Empire. p. 104) believed, 865—was established by A. Vaillant and M. 

Lascaris (La date de la conversion des Bulgares,” Revue des Etudes Slaves, xi [1933], 5 ff.) 

laa 628-96; apes td nes vm (Sofia, 1961), 59-99. Cf. 1. Dujtev, “Au 

Nem Sing "rion du peuple bulgare, l'épitre de Photius", Mélanges de Science Religieuse, 
^ ad Consulta Bulgarorum, MPL, cxix, 978-1016; Fontes Historic ic 

ulta Bul » MPL, cx joriae Bulgaricae, vi 

(i240) 60-125 CE. | Duitev, "Die Responsa Nicolai I. Papae ad Consulta Bulgarorum als Quelle für 

eire Geschichte", Festschrift zur Feier des Haus», Hof- und Staatsarchivs, 1 (Vienna. 
"Graeci. . diversa requirunt ingenia, munera. it Od 

munera post munera numerosa mittentes, et sophistica ei 

creberrime proponentes": Anastasius Bibliothecarius, MPL, cxxvin, 20. 


MOn TAE Rome and Constantinople see F. Dvornik, The Photian Schism (Cam- 


fatalo 


disciples who were sold into slan the Moravi- 
ans and redeemed by a Byzantine envoy in Venice shows; see S. icles pelts 


( M. Murko, 
"John the Exarch, 
The Sbornik Mikov: esa na Bügaraoro hortako Pease voce 
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schischen Philologie, xxxi); Fontes Historiae Bulgaricae, vu (1961), 18584; cf. V. Zlatarski, 
4 2-12 

dsorivo, t 2 PP ao dary Chronicle, ed. Likhabev, 1, p. 20; trans, Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 60:1. The 

2 The Rusia onicle, on the other hand, attributes the capture of Kiev jointly to Igor, Ryurk's 

First ep ‘Oleg, Igor playing the leading role: Novgorodskaya Pervaya Letopis, ed. A. Nasonov 

30. 1950), p. 107. 

(Moscow Leningrad. Py Pd ihe Scandinavian and Slay naes cited in the De PINO DNO 
“On the 9) see DAI, |, pp. 58-60, and D. Obolensky in DAI, n, pp. 38-52, and the Soviet 

imperio (aP. chapter 9 of the DAI, ed. G. Litavrin (Moscow, 1989), pp. 291-332. 

commenti history of this controversy, see V. Mošin. “Varyago-russkij vopros', Slavia, x(1931). 
For the Neto 37, A. Stender-Peterson, Varangica (Aarhus, 1953), p. 5-20; H Paszkiewicz, 

109-36 n of Russia (London, 1954), pp. 109-132; DAI, 1u, pp. 20-3 

The Origin % ie exposition of the "Normanist" view, see V. Thomsen, The Relations between 
or ota and Scandinavia and the Origin of the Russian State (Oxford, 1877) The "anti- 

Ancient RU ry was until recently chiefly championed by Soviet historians: see, in particular, B. 

Normanist ningrad, 1944), pp. 250 ff; V. P. Susarin, “O 


skaja Rus, 4th ed. (Moscow-I j “ 
D. Grekov, Ke aia pemennogo normanzma."Vopros Istorii, (180, 693, CL "Varangian 


7. Scando-Slavica, Suppl. 1 (1970). 
Probleme i Resian texto the treaty is preserved in the Russian Primary Chronicle, ed. Likhate, 
X trans. Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 65-8, The historicity of Olegs raid on Constantinople, 
frequently denied in former times, has been convincingly sided dur Onrogonky rises 
à Oleg contre Constantinople en 907", Sem. Kond. xi [1940], 47-62) a i 
rhe Second. Russian Attack on Constantinople.” DOP, V1 (1951), 163-225, where the relevant 
iterature is exhaustively reviewed). 
ere Russians were granted total exemption from customs, were allotted a special residence in 
the suburban quarter of St. Mamas, and received free board for six months, a period twice as long 
ts the normal limit of residence allowed to foreign merchants in Constantinople m 
‘On the question of whether this meeting took place within or outside Constantinople we 
Byzantine tradition is as ambiguous as in the case of Tervels investitute (see above, note Mi 
Georgius Monachus (pp. 877-8, CSHB) and Theophanes Continuatus (p. 385. CSH imply ue 
the Patriarch visited Symeon outside the city: but according to Seylitzes (P 200) Symi 
entertained by the Emperor at a feast in the Blachernae Palace. — A 
ie vevis argued by Ostrogorsky ("Avtokrator i Samodrzae" Glas, xv (25, tcp 
Krönung Symeons von Bulgarien durch den Patriarchen Nikolaos Mystikos? Actes Sun D 
aris International des Etudes Byzantines (Sofia, 1935), 1, 275-86), and is accepted by P ME in 
(Istoriya, 1, p. 240). For a different view, see F. Dólger. “Der ety ns p tyris d 
des byzant, Kaiser, Sbornik Niko, loc. ct, pp. 221, n: 1, and 228., 
europäische Staatenwelt, pp. 185, n. 7, and 193, n. 20). 3 v» 
(912-25), twenty- 
is second Patriarchane O ioar, vt (1961). 185-297) Greek text and 


" A -. 1973), pp. 16:214. Zla- 

English trans. by R.J.H. Jenkins and L.G. Westerink (NAME E ‘enn Nauka i 
614 ff. 

Knižnina, x (1894), 372-428; x1 (1894), 3-54; xu (1895), 121-211. Cf. GR, nos GI Kaisertum,” 


; rinise! 
"Ep. 5, MPG, Cxi, 45-56. Cf. F. Dólger. "Bulgarisches EE E 2d. ewoplische 


pirrety "Popaíotg Bx£leutv. 
CX, 28. 4; Jenkins- Westerink, 
jotes Romanus 


ivtion: Xopedv èv Xpat! 
‘Bulgare, vin (1934) 350 
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The date of the foundation of the Bulgarian Patriarchate provides a difficult problem: it was 
probably established by Symeon, and doubtless after the death of Nicholas Mysticus (15 May 925); 
see S, Runciman, First Bulgarian Empire, pp. 163, n. 2, and 174. s 

DR, 612. 

nF, Délger, "Der Bulgarenherrscher als geistlicher Sohn des byzant. Kaisers." Sbornik Nikov 
(1940), pp. 219-32 (= Byz. u. d. europ. Staatenwelt, pp. 183-96); G. Ostrogorsky, "Die byzantinische 
Staatenhierarchie,” Sem. Kond. vin (1936), 41-53. 

‘See J, Ferluga, Vizantiska Uprava u Dalmacii (Belgrade, 1957), pp. 68-86, and L'amministrazi- 
one bizantina in Dalmazia (Venice, 1978), pp. 165-89. 

VeScylites (p. 239) refers to the two chieftans as BouAooovbris and T'UAdc: Constantine Porphy- 
rogenitus calls the former Bovktto (De ad. imp. c. 40. DAI, 1, p. 178, 1. 66) in the Hungarian 
tradition he is known as Bulscu: cf. B. Homan, Gesch. des ungar. Mittelalters, (Berlin. 1940), pp. 
127-32, 146-7, "Gyula" was, according to Constantine (loc cit. 51-2) a title and not a proper name. 
Cf. C. A, Macartney, The Magyars in the Ninth Century, pp. 117-18. 

111 De admin, imp. c. 1, 16-20 and c. 2-8, DAJ. 1, pp. 48-56. 
pigs cats etna 43; n, p. 285; trans. by Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 
‘Russian Primary Chronicle 1, pp. 3, Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 7337; DR, 647. 

Exemption from customs duties is no longer mentioned, and the Russians were forbidden to 
buy large silk fabrics higher in price than 50 nomismata; cf. R. Lopez, Industry in the 

WsThe gi e “20 

late i's baptism provide a controversial problem, for while the Russian 
Primary Chronicle (i, pp. 44-5; Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 82-3), Scylitzes, p. 240 and Continuator 
Reginonis (MGH, ed. F. Kurze, 1890, p. 170) state that she was baptized in Constantinople, 
Constantine Porphyrogenitsin his detailed account of Olga's reception in the capital in 967 (De 
Nepos SM ff., CSHB) does not mention her baptism. Accordingly, some historians believe 
vas baptized in Kiev a few years before her journey to Constantinople (se G. Vernadsky. 
Peel Rusia New Haven, 1948, p. 40; G. Ostrogorsky History of the Byzantine State. p. 251. n. 
present writer doe not accept this view and, together with G. Lac (Die Anfänge des russ, 
br pp. 1025) and F. Dvornik (The Slavs, Their arly History and Civilization. pp. 200-1), is 
‘cf the opinion that Olga's baptism took place in Constantinople. For the most recent discussions of 
UU. e gee A.V. Nazarenko, “Kogda zhe Knyaginya Of ga ezdila v Konstantinopol?" 
fes ort nd D. Obolensky, “Olga's Conversion. The Evidence Reconsidered; 

dicatae Reginonis, p. 170. 172- 

Ls rer Un. pp: 686 ff cf. G. Ostrogorsky, "Die byzantinische Staatenhierachie.” Sem. Kond: 

!À* De admin. imp. c. 10 and 11, DAL, 1, p. 62. 

De lO and 11, DAI, t, p. 62 and p. 64. 
{ne crim. pp, 68 e. G, Ostroporsk, “Staatenbirarchie” op. cit. p. 52. 


Empire and Its Northern Neighbors A 


The 


primary Chronicle, 1, pp. 47-8 Cross Sherbowitz, pp. 85-6 
v Primary Chronicle, 1, PP. 48-50; Crost-Sherbowitz pp. 867. The Russian chroniclers 
veussian Primary. © cond invasion of Bulgaria (971) is, as all the authorities agree, unaccept- 


int agn Seylitzes supplies the accurate date (Scylitzes, pp. 276-2) 
able. . p. 105. 
um Te Te 108 ff: Scylitzes-Cedrenus, n, pp. 384-8; ed. I. Thurn (1973), pp. 28891, 


S PP nronicle (1, p. 50: Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 87-8) falsely describes this battle 
pasar Primar? SE. G. Schlumberger, L'épopée byzantine à la fin du X° siècle, 1 (Paris, 1896), 
asa 
46-52. —— 
a hn Tzimisces’ Russian campaign (April-July 971) has been conclusively estab- 
E Doise (CDie Chronologie des grossen Feldzuges des Kaisers Johannes Tzimiskes 
lahed by F DE BZ, xoout (1932), 275-2) cf. C. Göllner, “Les expéditions byzantine contre s 
ie Ruan Teimisots” RHSE, xiu (1936), 42-58; H: Grégoire, "La dernitre campagne de 
Rar sks contre les Roses; B, xu (1937), 26276. 
ean Tu Russian Primary Chronicle (y p. Sl; Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 89) brazenly implies that the 
Russians won the war. Cf. the detailed account in G ‘Schlumberger, op. cit. chs. 1-3 
sian Primary Chronicle, X p. 52; Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 8990; DR, 739. 
Leo the Deacon, pp. 155-6. 
njbid. pp. 156-7. 
an, pp. 59-83; Cross-Sherbowitz, pp. 96-119. 
we Kračkovsky and A. Vasiliev (with a French trans), PO, xxi, 424, The other sources on. 


Russia's conversion are cited in G. Lachr, Die Anfänge des russischen Reiches, pp. 110-15. 


j imperial, and particularly Porphyrogenitae, prin- 
nde o EE dimi: Sy 1Y Viadimirskij Sbornik 


1*On the Byzantine a ; ti E 
ay to Tie sec G. Ostrogorsky, "Vladimir Svyatoj i Vizantiya” 


» ir he moment 
by several recent theories, that Vladimir's Church was from t n 
: thority of the Byzantine Patriarch has, in the present wies 
by V. Laurent ("Aux origines de l'Eglise russe.” EO. wt 


i the Russian Metropolitan Church according 
(1939), 279-95), E. Honigmann (“The Foundation & of the Russian Meno CN Ru 


discussed by G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, P. 302, n. 1. cersburg, 1896, 
‘Cecaumenus (Sirategicon, cap. 49, ed. B. Wassiliewsky a! d 

p. 18) puts the number at 14,000, Scylitzes, p. 349 at 

ably exaggerated; cf. G. Ostrogorsky, op. cit. p. 310, n. l 


CHAPTER III 


RUSSIA'S BYZANTINE HERITAGE* 


The title of this essay! might seem to suffer from the measure of 
ambiguity attached to the term “heritage.” A heritage, bequeathed in 
the past, might still be possessed by its recipient; or it might have 
subsequently been lost or abandoned. “Russia’s Byzantine heritage” 
might thus mean either a quasi-permanent, and still existing, ingre- 
dient of Russian culture, or a set of influences formerly exerted upon 
Russia by Byzantium which can no longer be detected at the present 
time, In theory this distinction is somewhat artificial, for on the plane 
of history no important element in a country's past is ever completely 
lost, and, if we assume that the "Byzantine heritage" was once an 
essential factor of Russian culture and if no trace of this heritage were 
apparent in that culture today, we could not for this reason deny a 
priori that the influence of Byzantium continues to condition the his- 
torical background of present-day Russia. In practice, however, the 
distinction has its importance; and it is implicit in the contrast 
between two methods by which the problem of "Russia's Byzantine 
heritage" is sometimes approached today. There are those who, start- 
ing from the present, try and work back to the past: there is much in 
contemporary Russia that seems unfamiliar and puzzling to the mod- 
ern Western observer — ideas, institutions, and methods of govern- 
ment that seem to run counter to the basic trends of his own cultures 
and so, wishing to understand the origin and meaning of these strange 
Phantoms, he is tempted to single out those which appear to him Ton. 
Striking and to trace them back as far as possible into Russia's past 
history. Our observer could scarcely fail to remark that a strong dose 
9f Byzantine influence is a feature that distinguishes the his 
—— 

POsford Slavonic Papers, 1(1980), 3143. 
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tory of Russia from that of western Europe; and if, furthermore, his 
reading of East Roman history will have suggested to him some traits 
of similarity between the institutions of Byzantium and those of Soviet 
Russia, he will be inclined to conclude that the similarity is a proof of 
historical filiation. The other method implies a reverse process, from 
the past towards the present: a study of the culture and institutions of 
the Byzantine Empire leads to an analysis of the precise character of 
the influence of Byzantine civilization on medieval Russia; the most 
important features of this influence are then singled out, and an 
attempt is made to trace them down the centuries in order to discover 
how long they remained an effective ingredient of Russian culture. 

It seems to me that both these methods are unsatisfactory. The 
first is based on an essentially unhistorical approach which comes near 
to begging the whole question and generally results in biased and spu- 
rious judgements of value passed on both medieval Russia and Byzan- 
tium. The second method conceals dangers of a more subtle kind: if 
one concentrates mainly upon those aspects of medieval Russian cul- 
ture which are regarded as a by-product of Byzantium, abstracting 
them from the wider context of Russian history, there often results a 
certain lack of proportion, facts of secondary importance being given 
undue prominence and vice versa. This approach, moreover, is partic- 
ularly open to the danger, from which historians are never totally 
immune, of confusing a derivation with an explanation, of forgetting 
that any set of circumstances or events can never be fully understood 
except in the whole context of its own development, and of falling a 
prey to what Marc Bloch has called /'idole des origines.? 
approach to the problem of Russia's Byzan- 
exclude any endeavour to “read back" any 


Russia's Byzantine. Heritage n 
An attempt to approach the problem from all these angles would 
ceed the scope of an essay, whose aim can be no more than to 
n mh a few general topics for reflection. These topics might be 
dud ed in the form of questions: how far can Russian history be 
M a studied with special reference to the history and culture of 
quu A Empire? What would be the implications of such a 
x VUA the wider field of view of European history? And these 
oN estions bring a third one in their wake, which, however, briefly 
d Saias; must be answered in conclusion: what is the specific 
sia's Byzantine heritage? 
pakone at least in thoes countries where scholarship is 
free from the control of the State, we are witnessing a reaction aonar 
the nationalistic interpretation of history. It can no longer A Eee 
bly claimed that the history of any single nation of the mo em um 
pean world can successfully be studied in isolation from iae 
other countries. Those who would wish to apply the modo à 
modern sovereign state to the writing of history may paint a F m : 
and idealized picture of their own nation's past. but it Me iia 
picture bearing but little resemblance to reality. Professor a ier 
has convincingly argued that in Lea ie 2 5 poii 
istorical study" and has illustrated thi sw 
eee the Boor England. In his opinion, the history p mu 
individual nation becomes fully intelligible only if snes as uds 
larger whole, a society or a alahan d the case of Englis 
is civilization is Western Christendom. A 
eae to me that to illustrate the truth of Sipe ae 
bee's thesis, Russian history is an equally good test p "e sh 
results, if we apply here this method of investigation, MM e 
revealing. If we survey the course of Russian history src 
episodes might be taken to represent its main chapters: f Mcd 
Sion of the Russians from Slavonic paganism to Byzant We EN 
ity, which began on a large scale in the late BUR iN. cine 
Mongol yoke which lay on most of Russia from 1 uel e 
growth of the religious nationalism of the Sed = Seat 
autocrats, exemplified in the formula “Moscow the V NAE 
the ecclesiastical schism of the Old Believers in the seven’ a eniin 
the seventeenth century; (5) the Westernizing n End 
Great in the first quarter of the eighteenth century: ehe a 
reforms of Alexander II in the seventh decade of the ni 
tury; (7) the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. 
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It should not be difficult to show that each of these chapters illus- 
trates Russia’s close dependence on the outside world; for none of 
them is fully intelligible unless we view it against the background of 
one or several cultures more extensive than Russia herself. (i) The 
conversion of the Russians to Christianity was an event which united 
the scattered tribes of the Eastern Slavs into a single state, linked to 
Byzantium by a common religion, and made that state a member of 
the Christian community of nations. (ii) The period of Mongol domi- 
nation is generally regarded —and with some justification—as that of 
Russia's ^withdrawal into the wilderness." Yet Russia was then a 
dependency of a Turko-Mongol Empire which was affiliated to the 
cultural centres of central Asia, and the Golden Horde has left its 
mark on Russian history; nor was Russia's isolation from Europe in 
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries as complete as is commonly 
supposed: western and south-western Rus' were then part of a 
Lithuanian-Polish State, closely associated with western Europe by 
religion and culture; the cities of north-western Russia were commer- 
cially linked with Germany through the Hanseatic League; while 
Muscovy itself, the most segregated part of Russia, was in those cen- 
turies opened to a fresh flow of cultural influences from Byzantium 
and the south Slavonic countries. (iii) The great imperial dream of the 
sixteenth century and the attribution by Russian clerics to the Tsars 
of Muscovy of religious pre-eminence throughout the world were 
partly due, no doubt, to factors of Russia's own history: national con- 
sciousness and pride were intensified by the territorial expansion of 
Muscovy in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries and by the 
liberation from the Tatar yoke in 1480, But the new Russian imperial- 
ism was also powerfully stimulated by the growth of diplomatic rela- 
tions with the powers of central and northern Europe and by the 
claim of the Muscovite rulers, consciously formulated in the late fif- 
teenth century, to those remaining lands of their ancestral “patrimony” 
which formed part of the Lithuanian-Polish State, And it is significant 
that the Stimulus which created and justified the doctrine of “Moscow 
the Third Rome” came from outside: Byzantium had fallen to the 
Turks—a just Punishment for tampering with the purity of the 
Orthodox faith and signing with the Latins the detestable Union of 
Florence; the First Rome had long ago lapsed into heresy; the Second 
Rome, Constantinople, was in the hands of the infidels: the Imperial 
mantle should now fall by every right on Moscow, the Third Roo; 


"and a fourth there will not be." So argued the ecclesiastical panegy- 
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«ts of Holy Russia in the sixteenth century. It is surely remarkable 
rd his extreme glorification of Russian religious nationalism was, in 
[mr f its aspects, a by-product of an event of world-wide im- 
one ec — the fall of Byzantium —and that the formula which sus- 
iuis it was, it would seem, derived from political ideas current in 
Tourteenth-century Bulgaria. Finally, the doctrine of the divinely 
dained and universal monarchy, which gave religious justification to 
b d ory of “Moscow the Third Rome,” political significance to the 
m rial ‘coronation of Ivan IV in 1547, and ecclesiastical sanction to 
Iain of the Patriarchate of Moscow in 1589, can be traced 
back in direct line of ascent to the Byzantine theory of the Christian 
Empire, adapted from the political philosophy of Hellenism in the 
era. 
S DTE: De aac schism of the seventeenth century, due to 
the revolt of the “Old Believers” against the liturgical reforms of ue 
Patriarch Nikon, was in one sense the result of esie 
exclusiveness: the Old Believers on the stake and in the Tsar's aii 
chambers were convinced that they were suffering and Xs 5i x 
ideal of Holy Russia, where alone the true faith shone as n s 
the sun. This, indeed, would seem to be the very essence ol de e 
separativeness, of deliberate cultural isolation: yet in this d iu 
stimulus came from outside: the Old Believers fought TE P 
unsuccessfully, against foreign influences on Russian ae Ee pis 
servant of Antichrist, would impose on his Church n E ed 
and liturgical practice of the contemporary Greeks; he MEER 
himself: “I am a Russian . . . but my faith and rupem he a 
And the Old Believers preferred to rend the Russian 5 à pud 
rather than accept these foreign innovations. (v) The dde A 
the Great were patently a response to the impact ol pg 
pressing on. Russia from the West; their Huc aie 
Russia's military machinery, social structure, ani NR 
accordance with Western institutions and ub e dogs 
technology. (vi) Alexander I's reforms, particu! P n A S e ade 
of the serfs, were both a product of Western liberal ae usse 
quence of the Crimean War; they, too, aimed at hoe peu 
efficient machinery of a progressive Western ipse eene 
Bolshevik Revolution and the Soviet régime to W s RARE 
were at least in part the product of forces which E EA 
outside Russia: the two corner-stones of the peus er 
and technology — were borrowed by Russia from 
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These seven examples, taken from the main chapters of Russian 
history, show quite clearly that at no time was Russia a self-contained 
unit and that we cannot understand her history in terms of cultural 
self-sufficiency. “We have,” to quote Professor Toynbee, “to think in 
terms of the whole and not of the parts; to see the chapters of the 
story as events in the life of the society and not of some particular 
member; and to follow the fortunes of the members, not separately 
but concurrently, as variations on a single theme or as contributions 
to an orchestra which are significant as a harmony but have no mean- 
ing as so many separate series of notes. In so far as we succeed in 
studying history from this point of view, we find that order arises out 
of chaos in our minds and that we begin to understand what was not 

intelligible before."* 

Can we discover a larger “whole,” a civilization of which Russia is 
a part and from whose standpoint her history will become intelligible? 

Our survey of the main chapters of Russian history will have sug- 
gested that at different periods of her history Russia was more or less 
closely connected with Asia, western Europe, and Byzantium. Her 
relations with Asia were maintained through the nomadic and semi- 
nomadic empires which successive waves of invaders from the dawn 

of Slavonic history to the fourteenth century of the Christian era 
established in the Pontic steppes. Some of them — especially the 
Khazars in the eighth century, the Cumans in the twelfth, and the 
Golden Horde in the fourteenth—entered into close relations with the 
Eastern Slavs and undoubtedly affected their destiny. And at least 
twice in her history Russia seemed on the verge of becoming an 
Oriental Empire, with her face and policy turned towards the East: the 
first Occasion was in the tenth century, when the Viking rulers of 
Rus made an attempt to gain control of the Caspian and Caucasus 
eran a Nee of Kiev, before deciding to accept Chris- 
M iu Nonis i his people, hesitated for a moment before the 

slam; the second opportunity occurred in the 


middle of the sixteenth century, when Ivan IV of Moscow ca} 
A ptured 
the Tatar strongholds of Kazan and Astrakhan: this double event, 
which marked the final victory of the agriculturist and town-dweller 
n oee of the steppe, brought about the incorpo- 
atio 'ge regions of Islamic culture into the i i 
imer a new Russian Empire, 


ption of the political heri 
kh and started Russia's Pp eritage of the Tatar 


1 n is T of expansion towards Siberia and 
the Pacific. Yet the importance of Russia’s connections with Asia 
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should not be exaggerated. The recent “Eurasian” school of Russian 
historians, while holding that the whole territory of the Soviet Union 
forms a sub-continent separate from both Europe and Asia, has 
nevertheless laid the main emphasis on the Asiatic, “Turanian,” affini- 
ties of Russian culture.” It is very doubtful whether much evidence 
could be found to support this interpretation. The Tatars have often 
enough been held responsible for all the sins of Russia, though histo- 
rians are still divided on the question of the extent of the influence 
exerted by the Golden Horde on Russian culture On the whole, it 
does not seem that this influence was very considerable.® And we must 
not in any case forget that Russia's conversion to Christianity separ- 
ated her from Asia by a moral and cultural gulf which not even the 
thousand-year-long intercourse with her subsequent Asiatic rulers and 
subjects was able to bridge. It is not to the East that we must look in 
our search for Russia's parent civilization. À - 
Does *the West"—the Christian and post-Christian countries of 
western and central Europe— provide a more tisfactory alternative? 
In our survey of the seven main chapters of Russian history, the last 
three, covering the period from the beginning of the eighteenth cen- 
tury to the present day, were concerned with the direct effect of Neste 
ern techniques, institutions and ideas upon Russia. This in itself oe 
gests that Russia’s process of “Westernization, which has POETAE 
at an increasing tempo during the past three centuries, has been a 
more important and vital factor in her cultural history than her con- 
nections with Asia. Nor has she been a mere recipient: since the time 
of Peter the Great Russia has formed an inseparable part of We 
European state system; for more than a century she has powerful ly 
contributed to European culture, in literature and music, m me 
and scholarship, and in recent years she has re-exported to the ES 
ina new and to some extent characteristically Russian form, the cr 
E i Marxist Socialism. we 
iu SF dem hesitate to place modern Russia up ue Bde 
the pale of that “Western” civilization which originated in the Ne 
territories of the Roman Empire, the ecclesiastical orbit of the pare 
and the political domains of the Carolingian State, and Em us uly 
extended its influence over the greater part of the inhabited. : Ed 
Resistance and hostility to all forms of Western nn en B 
ingrained in a large proportion of Russians, particularly some i Ss 
those who have ceased to concern themselves greatly about religion. 
Most educated Russians have long been conscious of a dichotomy in 
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their cultural inheritance; as early as the beginning of the seventeenth 
century an acute Russian observer remarked: “We are turning our 
backs to one another: some of us look to the East, others to the 
West." Among the historical and philosophical problems debated by 
Russian thinkers in the nineteenth century none was so constantly 
advanced and led to such passionate searchings of heart as the ques- 
tion of Russia's status and destiny: was she part of Europe or a separ- 
ate world sui genei hould she look to the “West” or the “East?” 
And the ambiguity in Russia’s relations with the West was forcibly 
apparent in recent times, when a political creed, a social programme, 
and an industrial technology, all of which are Western in origin, were 
used from a Russian base of operations to criticize and assail the very 
foundations of contemporary Western society. It is also significant 
that the Westernization of Russia in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries created a cultural dichotomy, a drawback from which Mus- 
covy, for all its social disunity, had not appreciably suffered. The 
influence of Polish education and manners in the seventeenth century, 
Peter the Great’s cultural reforms, the assimilation of French literature 
and German philosophy by the intelligentsia, the impact on Russia of 
the Industrial Revolution, the spread of Socialism and Marxism, these 
were practically limited in their effects to the upper class and educated 
minority. The life and outlook of the peasants — the overwhelming 
majority of the population — remained, at least until the twentieth 


pne Se papae Proselytes of the modern West; and, on 
e) , the mass of the peasants who continued to live in 

accordance with the rules and ethos inherited from their remote 
cerebri of modern “Western” civilization; for even during the 


gest, some important of her life and history cannot be 
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explained in terms of this civilization. 

It will be noticed that our attempt to discover a larger cultural unit 
in whose terms Russian history may become intelligible has so far 
been reduced to a search for a culture which has exerted a sufficiently 
profound and lasting influence on Russia to deserve to be considered 
as Russia's parent civilization. This method of investigation will prove 
helpful if we shift our attention once more to the medieval chapters of 
Russian history. There can be no doubt that the influence of Byzan- 
tium on Russian history and culture was far more profound and per- 
manent than that of the Turko-Mongol hordes and more homogene- 
ous than that of the modern West. Russia owes her religion and the 
greater part of her medieval culture to the Byzantine Empire, both 
directly, through her connections with Constantinople in the ninth 
and tenth centuries, and indirectly, through the Slavo-Byzantine 
schools of tenth-century Bulgaria. Much has been written of late on 
the remarkable and precocious culture of Kievan Rus’, but there is 
still scope for an essay which would fully reveal the extent to which it 
was indebted to the civilization of East Rome. The eleventh and 
twelfth centuries, I would suggest, might prove particularly suited to 
such an investigation: Byzantine civilization was then in its prime, its 
attractive power still at its height; Russia was a young and growing 
nation, with no heavy burden of inherited traditions, no very rigid 
view of herself or her neighbors: such conditions breed tolerance and 
favor intercourse and could reveal, from behind the often obstructive 
screen of later importations, some salient features of her original cul- 
ture. Such an essay might well be devoted to an illustration of Mr. 
Sumner’s comprehensive formula: “Byzantium brought to Russia five 
gifts: her religion, her law, her view of the world, her art and writ- 
ing.”!! The spread of Byzantine Christianity to Rus’ in the tenth cen- 
tury, the growth of the young Russian Church under the leadership 
of Constantinople, and the first flowering of Russian monasticism 
in the eleventh and twelfth centuries; the introduction into Russia of 
Byzantine law—which was an extension of Roman law—and its 
fusion, and sometimes clash, with the customary law of the Eastern 
Slavs: the radiation of Byzantine art of the Macedonian and Comne- 
nian periods to Russia, where it achieved some of its greatest works 
and informed the first native schools of architecture and painting; the 
adoption by the Russians, mainly through Bulgaria, of the ge 
alphabet and vernacular literature, a gift from Byzantium whicl 
enabled them at the dawn of their Christian life to produce works of 
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literature which rank high in the history of their culture; and finally, 
the question of how far the Russians in the Kiev period assimilated 
“the thought-world of East Rome"? — an important but difficult 
question, where generalizations and hasty conclusions are especially 
dangerous: these are some of the problems that would be faced in 
such a study. 

A much-needed essay could also be written on the second and 
more imperfectly known phase of Russia's relations with Byzantium, 
the period between 1250 and 1450. And here two awkward questions 
arise: did Russia really “lapse into barbarism”! for two centuries after 
the Tatar invasion? and how far did the Mongol yoke seal her off 
from the civilizing influence of the Byzantine world? It is not easy to 
answer these questions precisely, but it may be suggested that the pol- 
itical catastrophe of the Mongol invasion did not break the continuity 
in Russian culture nor substantially interrupt the flow of Balkan influ- 
ence into Rus’: the latter, indeed, grew particularly strong in the four- 
teenth and fifteenth centuries; the new literary trends and the theory 
and practice of contemplative monasticism, two characteristic features 
of those centuries of Russian history, were imported from Byzantium, 
Mount Athos, and the Balkan countries; while, in the field of art, the 
remarkable school of painting of Novgorod in this period was pro- 
foundly influenced by the last great phase of Byzantine art, in the age 
of the Palaeologoi.'4 
. lt will be observed that the influence exerted by Byzantine civiliza- 
tion on Russia between the tenth and the fifteenth centuries was 
markedly different in character and scope from the impact of western 
Europe after the middle of the seventeenth century; the latter, we have 
seen, split Russian society into two and created a gulf between the 
ruling and educated minority on the one hand and the peasantry on 
the other: Byzantine influence, which spread to Russia through the 
medium of Christianity and the channel of the ruling class, was often 

slow in filtering down to the other sections of society; but filter down 
it did, and over the course of the Middle Ages it pervaded in varying 
degrees the whole of Russian society from the prince to the peasant, 
E nnno de of Russian life untouched.!5 
e may conclude that Russia's parent civilization was the 
Byzantine culture of East Rome, in whose terms Russian cultural his- 
tory remains intelligible at least until the middle of the fifteenth cen- 
tury. Leaving aside for the moment the task of defining and describing 
civilization; we must consider how far, after the fifteenth century. 
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Russia's parent civilization remains the “intelligible field” for the study 

of Russian history. There can be no doubt that a strong influence of 

Byzantine culture can be observed in all sections and classes of Rus- 

sian society, at least until the second half of the seventeenth century. 

Two examples may suffice to illustrate this fact. In the early sixteenth 

century an authoritative spokesman of the Russian Church wrote: “By 

nature the Tsar is like all other men; but in authority he is like the 
Highest God";!^ this definition of the functions of the sacred and uni- 
versal Autocrat, so characteristic of the Byzantine conception of impe- 
rial sovereignty, reads like a sentence from the pen of Constantine 
Porphyrogenitus or Eusebius of Caesarea. And in the second half of 
the seventeenth century the Archpriest Avvakum, who suffered death 
on the stake for refusing to accept the practice of making the sign of 
the cross with three as against two fingers, and reciting the triple as 
against the double Alleluia, and who exhorted his numerous followers 
to sacrifice their lives rather than accept the reforms of Nikon, signi- 
fied his faith in the following words: “I hold to this even unto death, 
as I have received it. . . It has been laid down before us: let it lie thus 
unto the ages of ages.”!7 Thus did a Russian parish priest, in his heroic 
refusal to countenance the slightest deviation from the sacred wholeness 
of the liturgical practice, echo the words of the Byzantine Patriarch 
Photius, who wrote eight centuries previously: “Even the smallest neg- 
lect of the traditions leads to the complete contempt for dogma.”!* 

But, for all this persistence of Byzantine traditions, there was 
already much in late fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Muscovy that 
indicated a parting of the ways. It is often argued that, after the fall of 
the Byzantine Empire and the marriage of Ivan HII with Zoe Palaeo- 
logina in 1472, Russia consciously took over the political heritage of 
Byzantium and that the theory of *Moscow the Third Rome;" erected 
in the following century as an ideological superstructure on these 
events, represented the final triumph of Byzantine influence in Russia. 
Yet it is difficult to accept this conventional picture of a sixteenth- 
century Russia, Byzantinized afresh, absorbing and continuing the cul- 
tural and political traditions of East Rome. Of course, there can be no 
doubt that some Russian ideologues welcomed the theory that the 
seat of Imperial sovereignty had migrated to Moscow after the fall E 
Constantinople. But the political implications of the doctrine o! 
"Moscow the Third Rome" do not seem to have been taken very 
seriously by the Tsars of that time. All the attempts made by the 
diplomatists of the Catholic West to entice the sixteenth-century Tsars 
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into an alliance against the Turks were ignored in Moscow, and while 
Pope and Holy Roman Emperor, and the Greeks themselves, were 
dangling before their eyes the glittering prospect of a victorious entry 
into Constantinople and the dream of an Orthodox Empire uniting 
the power of the Third Rome with the historical inheritance of the 
Second, the Muscovite rulers turned a deaf ear to those blandish- 
ments, and, sheltering behind the modest but authentic title of “Sover- 
eign of All Russia,” merely claimed the inheritance of the Russian 
lands formerly possessed by their Kievan predecessors. Here, it may 
be suggested, is an early example of Russia’s conscious turning away 
from the historical heritage of Byzantium: here, in the wake of the 
Realpolitik of Ivan III and Basil III and Ivan IV, the Christian univer- 
salism of East Rome was transformed and distorted within the more 
narrow framework of Muscovite nationalism. The really significant 
fact is that the beginning of Russia’s turning away from her Byzantine 
heritage in the late fifteenth century coincided with the growth of her 
connections with the West; Ivan IITs marriage with Zoe was a har- 
binger of these connections; for the niece of the last Byzantine 
Emperor came to Russia from Italy accompanied by a papal legate, 
and the marriage had been arranged in Rome; the relations then 
established between Russia and Renaissance Italy were paralleled by 
the growing Western influences in Novgorod in the late fifteenth cen- 
tury, which soon spread to Moscow. The policy of the Muscovite 
rulers of that time, of Ivan III, Basil III, and even Ivan IV, has been 
compared to that of their Western contemporaries, a Louis XI, a 
Henry VII, or a Ferdinand of Spain; and it is perhaps true to say that 
in their autocratic policy which relied on a growing national sentiment 
and on the increasing need for a strong centralized state making for 
order, and in the means by which they pursued it — the struggle with 
the great nobles — they resemble more closely the contemporary 
nao of western Europe than the former emperors of East Rome. 
. an not, of d exaggerate the importance of these early 
connections between Muscovy and the West: until the middle of the 
seventeenth century soldiers and technicians, rather than ideas and 
institutions, formed the bulk of the Western exports to Russia. 
Morever, between 1450 and 1650, with her Byzantine traditions on the 
wane and Western i pees : 

ESSE influences only slowly filtering in, Russia was 

developing into a world sui generis and fast expanding int ed 
ire. Her culture, however, in these EE d one Mus 
ironia dt n two centuries of the late Mus- 
i fairly homogeneous whole and would, I 
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believe, be still partly intelligible in terms of her Byzantine heritage. 
Yet in her history this was a period of transition: for when Russia, at 
the close of the fifteenth century, began to emerge from her “Middle 
Ages,” she started to drift away from her Byzantine inheritance and to 
fall gradually into step with the political, diplomatic, and economic 
life of western and central Europe. 

The rest of the story is better known and needs no emphasis here, 
save perhaps in one respect. The wholesale and spectacular policy of 
Westernization carried out by Peter the Great has often obscured the 
fact that he was merely continuing on a vaster scale and in a more 
drastic manner a process which had been gaining momentum in the 
second half of the seventeenth century. About 1650 the manners, liter- 
ature, and learning of the Muscovites began to be strongly affected by 
the influence of Poland and of the latinized culture of the Ukraine.?! 
The cultural dualism which these Western influences created in Rus- 
sian society was aggravated by the schism of the Old Believers, which 
alienated the various streams of popular spirituality and devotion 
from a now partly secularized ecclesiastical hierarchy; and both these 
rifts — the cultural and the religious — anticipated and prepared the 
profounder gulf between the ruling classes and the peasantry brought 
about by the Westernizing and secularizing reforms of Peter the Great, 

I have already suggested that from the early eighteenth century 
onwards Russia was living, as it were, under a dual dispensation. The 
upper strata of society had exchanged the Byzantine traditions of Mus- 
covy for the education and ethos of the modern West, while the peas- 
antry still clung to the old way of life. Yet elements of the old Byzan- 
tine tradition survived in all classes of Russian society; thus a notable 
section of the Russian nineteenth-century intelligentsia, the Slavo- 
philes, for example, regarded the Orthodox tradition derived from 
Byzantium as their surest bulwark against the encroaching rationalism 
and materialism of Western "bourgeois" culture. Above all, the con- 
tinuing strength of the Byzantine inheritance in modern Russia has 
asserted itself again and again in the form of the Orthodox Christian 
faith to which the peasantry and a section of the educated classes for 
long remained profoundly loyal; and there is no conclusive evidence to 
suggest that the recent attempts of their rulers to destroy or subvert 
this religious allegiance have met with any notable or lasting success. 
Especially, perhaps, the vitality of the Byzantine heritage In Russia is 
manifested in the liturgy, which retains a powerful hold on the mind 
and emotions of all those, both educated and untutored, who have 
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not succumbed to atheism or religious indifference, and which is one 
of the greatest and original creations of Byzantine genius. 

This dichotomy in the Russian culture of the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth centuries shows that Byzantium, Russia’s parent civilization, 
cannot be regarded as the “intelligible field” for the study of Russian 
history in this period. We have likewise examined, and rejected, the 
possibility that western Europe might fulfill that purpose in respect of 
these centuries. Can any other cultural unit be found to take up the 
role relinquished by Byzantium? 

To answer this question we must attempt a brief definition of 
Byzantine civilization in terms of space and time. A compound of the 
Roman, Hellenistic, and Christian traditions, it can be described in 
terms of the geographical area over which its influence was once pre- 
dominant. Originally limited to the territories of the East Roman 
Empire, above all to the Balkans and Asia Minor, Byzantine civiliza- 
tion made a thrust northward into Russia shortly before most of Asia 
Minor was lost to Islam. The Balkans and Russia remained its main 
strongholds during the remaining part of the Middle Ages. Today the 
area occupied by “the heirs of Byzantium” is basically the same, with 
the addition of the territories won for Orthodox Christianity by Rus- 
sia’s eastward expansion; it comprises the European lands inhabited 
by the Serbs, the Albanians, the Greeks, the Bulgarians, the Ruma- 
nians, and the Russians. The history of these six peoples reveals a 
striking similarity which to some extent overshadows their ethnic and 
linguistic differences; they are united by a common membership of the 
Eastern Orthodox Church and by the powerful influence exerted by 
Byzantium on their medieval culture; moreover, they were all sub- 
jected for several centuries to the rule of Asiatic empires—the Balkans 
to the Ottoman, Russia to the Mongol—and on emerging from their 
orn E gradually in the case of Russia, more 
rapidly case Balkans, to the influ 
Hre ed ence of west European 

Tt is less easy to define the limits of Byzantine civilization in time. 
Its beginning can be plausibly dated from the first half of the fourth 
century, for Professor Baynes has cogently argued that the distinctive 

elements of this civilization were first brought together into the 
melting-pot in the age of Constantine.” The difficulty of discovering a 
corresponding terminus ad quem became apparent when we consi- 
d the case of Russia, where elements of Byzantine culture have 
survived in various forms to the present day. It seems, however, that 
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these elements are too isolated from the other forms of social life to 
allow us to extend the effective hegemony of Byzantine civilization in 
Russia beyond the beginning of the eighteenth century. In the Balkans 
Byzantine civilization survived longer and, strange though it may 
seem, this was due to the Turkish conquest. No more than the Mon- 
gol rule in Russia did the Pax Ortomanica in the Balkans undermine 
the Byzantine culture of the subject peoples. In a book bearing the 
suggestive title of Byzance aprés Byzance,® the late Professor lorga 
has shown the extent to which the Byzantine inheritance was kept 
alive among the Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire: the 
Orthodox Church, the preciously guarded symbol of their former 
greatness, presided over by the Patriarch of Constantinople, who was 
recognized by the Sultan as the spiritual overlord and temporal chief 
of all his Orthodox Christian subjects?* and was thus able at last to 
vindicate his ancient title of “Oecumenical”; the political inheritance of 
the former East Roman Basileis, taken over partly by the Sultans 
themselves, partly by the Rumanian princes of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries who steeped themselves in the imperial tradition 
of Byzantium to a greater extent than their Russian contemporaries, 
the Muscovite Tsars; the preservation of Greek literature and Byzan- 
tine learning, fostered in the Danubian courts of the Rumanian 
Domni and the schools of the Phanariot Greeks in Constantinople- 
this survival of Byzantium under the Ottoman rule is a further exam- 
ple of the astonishing vitality and continuity of its civilization. It was 
not until the late eighteenth century that the East Roman heritage 
began to decline in the Balkans, undermined by Western influences of 
the Age of Enlightenment, and in the early nineteenth century, under 
the impact of the ideas of the French Revolution and modern 
nationalism, occurred what Iorga called “the death of Byzantium”. Yet 
even then Byzantine memories continued to influence the new Balkan 
statesmen, and the appeal of Orthodox Christianity remained as 
strong among the peoples of these countries as it did in Russia. — 
Our attempt to determine the limits of Byzantine civilization in 
space and time has thus led us to conclude that Russia and the Balkan 
Orthodox countries, which share a common inheritance from Byzan- 
tium and whose history, despite many local differences. is similar in 
everal important respects, can be regarded as part of one larger cultur- 
al area. It is this area that would appear to constitute the wider 
“Whole”, the “intelligible field" against the background of which Rus- 
sian history should be studied. The name “Byzantium civilization" is 
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clearly inadequate to describe this field over the whole course of 
medieval and modern history, for, as we saw, the term is not applica- 
ble to Russia beyond the late seventeenth century, nor to the Balkans 
after the early nineteenth, in view of the more complex and hetero- 
geneous culture of these countries in modern times. 
As a term to describe this area I would suggest "Eastern Europe", 
At first sight it has certain disadvantages: the Balkans, from a geogra- 
phical point of view, are in south-eastern rather than in eastern 
Europe; but this argument could be met by observing that the Iberian 
Peninsula, though geographically in south-western Europe, is gener- 
ally included in the European “west”; the criterion in both cases is 
cultural rather than geographical, It might also seem unjustifiable to 
exclude from eastern Europe a country like Poland, which in certain 
periods of her history has played a prominent role in the destinies of 
Russia and of the Balkans; yet Poland, since the dawn of her Chris- 
tian history, has derived her civilization from the Western, and partic- 
ularly the Latin, world, and her cultural associations with both Russia 
and the Balkans have been far less intimate; indeed, there would seem 
to be a strong case for including Poland in central, rather than in 
eastern, Europe.?> 
More serious objections could be raised against the attempt to 
group the modern histories of Russia and the Balkans within a single 
unit, at least after the beginning of the eighteenth century, when 
Byzantine civilization, still paramount in the Balkans, had already 
ceased to be the “intelligible field” of Russian history. Indeed, in spite 
of the close relations between Muscovy and the Balkan Slavs% and of 
Russia’s championship, since Peter the Great, of the cause of the Bal- 
kan Orthodox peoples, the two regions would seem to have followed 
divergent lines in their recent political history. Their cultural back- 
grounds, moreover, are far from identical, for apart from the ethnic 
and linguistic differences that divide the Russians from the Greeks and 
both from the Rumanians, the two regions have not always been sub- 
jected to the influence of the same foreign cultures. But any distinction 
between a “north-eastern” and a “south-eastern” Europe, however leg- 
itimate, must not obscure the essential fact that, in so far as their 
culture has been decisively moulded by the influence of Orthodox 
Christianity and Byzantine civilization and the history of their peoples 
has, since the Middle Ages, followed a similar pattern (subjection to 
an Asiatic yoke, followed by political emancipation and increasing 
Westernization), these two sub-areas constitute a single cultural unit, 
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which may be conveniently termed Eastern Europe.2’ 

There is, | would suggest, a further advantage in the term “Eastern 
Europe,” and this brings me to my next point: how far can we really 
speak of a Byzantine, or East European, world essentially different in 
culture and historical inheritance from the Christian countries of the 
Latin and Germanic West? What was, and is, the exact nature of this 
relationship? Questions such as these only emphasize how inadequate 
our knowledge is of the relations and interdependence between differ- 
ent regions of Europe, particularly in the Middle Ages. If our discov- 
ery and assessment of Russia’s parent civilization have any meaning, 
this must imply that her cultural inheritance was different in some 
degree from that of the countries of western and central Europe 
whose historical fountain-head was Rome. It is indeed the fashion 
today to emphasize the distinction between the cultures of Byzantium 
and the West, to stress the contrasts between the medieval histories of 
eastern and western Europe. I do not wish to deny or minimize these 
differences, yet there seems to be a real danger of interpreting the 
division between East and West in too rigid and absolute a sense. In 
the first place, we must not imagine that the Roman and the Byzan- 
tine spheres of influence were ever separated by a rigid geographical 
frontier: the medieval history of the Balkan Slavs and the fate of the 
Ukraine between the fourteenth and eighteenth centuries provide 
examples of a close relationship between Byzantine and Western cul- 
tures; while medieval Venice was, in many respects, a Byzantine 
enclave in a Latin world. It is also frequently argued that “the Schism 
of 1054", which divided Christendom into a Western and Eastern sec- 
tion, forever separated them by the barrier of an odium theologicum; 
and that this Schism was itself only a formal recognition of a gradu- 
ally increasing rift between Byzantium and the West which began with 
the very birth of Byzantine civilization. But is this an adequate picture 
and the whole story? For all the theological disputes between Rome 
and Constantinople, the rivalry of conflicting jurisdictions, the differ- 
ences of language, customs, and traditions, in spite even of Charle- 
magne’s coronation as Emperor of the Romans, there is surely no 
convincing evidence to suggest that, at least until 1054, the majority of 
the churchmen and statesmen of the East and West were not con- 
Scious of belonging to one Christian Society. Would it not be truer to 
Say that at least on two occasions, at Chalcedon in 451 and at the 
Festival of Orthodoxy in Constantinople in 843, the Byzantine 
Church triumphantly asserted against the claims of the Asian creeds — 
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Monophysitism and Iconoclasm — its basic heritage, Roman, Hellenis- 
tic and, as it proved, European? The often bitter contentions between 
the First and Second Rome are more suggestive of a fraternal rivalry 
for the supreme position in Christendom than of a struggle between 
two alien civilizations. But we can perhaps go even farther, and ask 
ourselves whether the consciousness of a united Christendom did not 
survive the very Schism of 1054. The episcopate of East Rome might 
have detested what it regarded as Latin innovations in the fields of 
dogma, ritual and ecclesiastical discipline; though its most enlightened 
members could still urge their flocks to feelings of charity towards 
their Western brethren in Christ: some forty years after the Schism the 
Greek Archbishop of Bulgaria, Theophylact, severely criticized his col- 
leagues for unjustly slandering the customs of the Latin Church.’ 
And the simple folk of Byzantium, how would the Schism have 
appeared to them? When the Roman legates laid the Papal Bull of 
excommunication upon the altar of Hagia Sophia, could they think 
that the Church of Christ was being rent in twain for at least nine 
centuries to come? There had been schisms and excommunications 
before; the schisms had been healed, the excommunications lifted; was 
not the Universal Church the very body of Christ? And was not 
Rome, for all the unorthodox teaching and claims of its pontiffs, a 
sacred and venerable city, a revered centre of pilgrimage containing 
the tomb of St. Peter, prince of the Apostles? Anna Comnena is 
sometimes cited as proof of the hatred and contempt entertained by 
the East Romans for the Latin West; and she certainly says many 
bitter things about the ruffians of the First Crusade who caused so 
much trouble to her father, the Emperor Alexius. But if you reread 
the Alexiad you will probably be struck by the difference in the tones 
she adopts when referring to the Crusaders and to the Bogomil here- 
tics: these inspire her with horror and loathing; the former, for all their 
undesirable qualities, are still fellow-Christians. Of course, mutual 
antipathy and distrust between East and West increased during the 
twelfth century, and for this the Crusades were largely responsible. 
But can the picture of two mutually exclusive civilizations be recon- 
ciled with the Western influences we find in Byzantine society in the 
reign of Manuel Comnenus, and with the strongly pro-Latin sympa- 
thies of the Emperor, the court, and the aristocracy in the second half 
of the twelfth century?» 
As one reads afresh the history of the later Roman Empire in the 
East one wonders sometimes whether historians have not exaggerated 
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the importance of the events of 1054. If, in the process of gradual 
estrangement between Byzantium and the West, we sought for an 
event that seems to mark a real landmark, we could point perhaps 
with better reason to the climax of the Fourth Crusade; and we would 
probably conclude that it was then that the people of Byzantium, 
disgusted at the desecration of their hallowed City by men who called 
themselves Christians, finally turned away from their society and hard- 
ened their hearts to the West. If so, is not 1204 rather than 1054 the real 
date of the schism in the body of Christendom? Yet on further scrut- 
iny and in the long run the first of these dates may well prove to have 
as little magical significance as the second. Among the problems of 
late Byzantine history which require further study there are few more 
crucial than the nature and scope of the relations between Byzantium 
and western Europe, especially Italy, in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries. But there is no doubt that, at least in the fields of learning 
and art, there was close and constant interpenetration. And if we 
asked ourselves the question: were the relations between Byzantium 
and the West in the age of the Palaeologoi any less close than they 
had been under the Comnenian or the Macedonian dynasties — what 
would our answer be? 

If it be in the negative, the picture we shall have of Byzantium and 
the medieval West will be of two different but closely interwoven 
halves of one Graeco-Roman Christian and European civilization. 
Neither half, on this reading, was in any real sense a self-contained 
unit or a fully “intelligible field of historical study” at least until the 
late fifteenth century: and if we were inclined to doubt the truth of this 
interpretation, we have only to think how much will remain unintelli- 
gible in the medieval history of western and central Europe unless we 
consider the Byzantine contributions to its culture: Anglo-Saxon scholar- 
ship of the eighth century, the Carolingian art of the ninth, Otto IPs 
restoration of the Roman Empire, the growth of the Norman king- 
dom of Sicily, the cultural aftermath of the Crusades, the Italian 
Renaissance — these and other important events of European history 
cannot be understood without reference to eastern Europe. The Basil- 
ica of St. Mark in Venice, the art of Duccio and El Greco. are these 
not eloquent signs of how much the Western world owes to the genius 
of Byzantium? , T 

If from Byzantium we turn to medieval Russia and to her rela- 
tions with the West, what shall we find — mutual hostility or inter- 
penetration? It would be easy, but hardly necessary, to show that Rus- 
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sia’s distrust of and hostility towards the West on the political and 
religious planes originate in the distant past. Since the thirteenth cen- 
tury she has had to face and repel at least six major invasions from 
the West, three of which came near to destroying her national exis- 
tence, It would seem natural to conclude that since the dawn of her 
history Russia has regarded the West as the hereditary foe, whose 
weapons are to be borrowed the better to resist its encroachments, 
and tempting to assume that she inherited this attitude from Byzan- 
tium. But the facts of early Russian history lend little support to either 
of these assumptions, Recent research has revealed the extent to which 
Rus’ in the eleventh and twelfth centuries shared in the common life 
of Europe: trade relations with Germany, the continued immigration 
of Scandinavians, intermarriages between members of the Russian dy- 
nasty and those of the principal reigning families of Europe, cultural 
connections with Bohemia and Poland, ecclesiastical contacts with 
Rome — these facts of Russian history in the pre-Mongol period do 
not suggest any segregation from or hostility towards the nations of 
the West. Nor did the Schism of 1054 substantially affect Russia's 
relations with the West, until the thirteenth century. It is true that her 
clergy sometimes issued warnings against the doctrinal errors of the 
Latins, and that anti-Roman polemical literature began to circulate in 
Rus’ in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries. But there is a story that 
is better evidence of the Russians’ friendly attitude to the Westerners at 
that time, In 1087 some Italian merchants from Bari, sailing home 
from Antioch, put in at the harbor of Myra, a city in Lycia on the 
south coast of Asia Minor. By a mixture of cunning and violence they 
succeeded in carrying off the relics of St. Nicholas from the basilica of 
the city and sailed home in triumph with this inestimable treasure. In 
Bari they were treated as heroes, and two years after the perpetration 
of this robbery the Pope instituted a new feast in the Western Church 
commemorating the “translation of the relics of St. Nicholas to 
Bari,” annually celebrated on the 9th of May. It is scarcely surprising 
that this feast does not occur in the calendar of the Byzantine Church: 
for the East Romans had every reason to regard themselves as the 
innocent victims of an act of brigandage. But the Russians had no 
‘such inhibitions. St. Nicholas belonged to the common heritage of 
Christendom; the transfer of his relics to Italy was clearly the work of 
Divine Providence; Bari was in any case a safer place than Myra, as 
Asia Minor was devastated by the Turks. It was a cause for rejoicing 
‘that one of the greatest saints of Christendom should now, by his 
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posthumous presence, extend his special favor to the West: and so the 
Russian Church in its turn instituted the annual feast of “the transla- 
tion of the holy relics of our father among the saints, Nicholas, the 
Worker of Miracles, from Myra to the city of Bari."?! The Russian 
liturgical hymns of this feast, composed at the very end of the eleventh 
century, eloquently express the spirit of united Christendom: “The day 
has come of brilliant triumph, the city of Bari rejoices, and with it 
the whole universe exults in hymns and spiritual canticles. . ike a 
star thy relics have gone from the East to the West . . . and the city of 
Bari has received divine grace by thy presence. . . . If now the country 
of Myra is silent, the whole world, enlightened by the holy worker of 
miracles, invokes him with songs of praise."? So conscious were the 
Russians, half a century after the Schism, of the universal nature of 
the Christian Church; so little did they feel cut off from Western 
civilization. / 
We can now perhaps make a distinction in the history of Russia's 
relations with the West, which I believe to be important. Two different 
phases in these relations may be detected: the modern phase, which is 
commonly associated with Peter the Great, but really began in the late 
fifteenth century, when Russia borrowed from the West first the rudi- 
ments of technology and then, on an increasing scale, literary and 
philosophical trends, social ideas, and political institutions; these bor- 
rowings, as we saw, only affected a small section of the Russian 
people, at least until recent generations; and the early phase, in the 
eleventh and twelfth centuries, when the Russians were conscious of 
an organic link between themselves and Western Christendom. Sir 
John Marriott has written: "Russia is not, and has never been, à 
member of the European family??? The first of these statements may 
seem justified in part by recent events; the second is, I submit, a 
serious misrepresentation. The two phases in the history of Russia 2 
association with the West are separated by two and a half Tie ol 
Mongol yoke, which, by virtually severing the relations between ; jus- 
covy and western Europe, was an important cause of their E 
estrangement. And another turning-point in Russia’s relations ia gg 
West occurred simultaneously: in the same years of the thirteent " 
tury, when the Tatars, after their devastation and conquest of ue D 
Russia, were establishing their rule in the Ukraine, the Prine’ 9 na 
gorod, Alexander Nevsky, fought back the attacks of the S a 
the Crusading Orders of the Livonian and Teutonic Knights tet © 
the Russian Baltic frontier lands. It was now for the first time ! 
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West faced Russia no longer as an associate, but as a hostile force 
carrying eastwards its double threat of territorial conquest and mili- 
tant Catholicism. 

The use of the term “Eastern Europe” to describe the area over 
which Byzantine civilization held sway in the Middle Ages has at least 
the merit of emphasizing the underlying unity of the history of Euro- 
pean Christendom. And if it be objected that this unity was broken by 
the incorporation of Russia and the Balkans into Asiatic empires, and 
that these regions were for many centuries lost to Europe, it may be 
said in reply that not only was the Byzantine heritage in these coun- 
tries preserved intact under an alien yoke, but that the Orthodox peo- 
ples of Russia and the Balkans remained Europeans at least in so far 
as they successfully defended their Christian civilization against their 
Islamic overlords, and, by bearing the full brunt of the Asiatic con- 
quest, made possible the cultural and material progress of their fellow- 
Christians in the West. 

A closer integration of the history of Eastern Europe into our 
text-books of European history — especially in regard to the Middle 
Ages — is, 1 would suggest, a matter of great importance. Uncon- 
sciously influenced perhaps by the legacy of Gibbon's contempt of 
Byzantium, or by the picture of Slavonic barbarism painted by some 
German nineteenth-century historians, are we not sometimes apt to 
regard western and central Europe — France, England, Germany, and 
Italy — as the true centers of European civilization, the primary 
objects of a medievalist's study? On this reading, the countries east of 
the Carpathians and south of the Danube seem to play the part of an 
appendage, or at least of an isolated and self-contained unit, in either 
case admitted only grudgingly and sparingly into our manuals of 
European history. There can be no doubt that the writing of history 
has suffered from this one-sided presentation. Nor are the dangers of 
cultural parochialism limited to the sphere of the technical historian. 
In the countries of the West the general public is beginning to appre- 
ciate how much our common European inheritance has been ob- 
scured, and the international life of modern Europe perverted, by the 
fact that history has so often during the past century been written 
from a nationalistic point of view. But the tendency to an egocentric 

reading of history may conceal dangers of a more subtle kind: the 
View entertained by present Sce aes Western world that in resist- 

E totalitarianism they are defending the true values of 
. European civilization has much to commend it; yet it may be asked 
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whether this view would not acquire greater force and conviction if it 

were rid of two widespread assumptions: the notion that Western cul- 

ture is identical with European civilization tout court, and the belief 

that there is something perennial and almost predetermined in the 
resent schism in the body of Europe. 

The theme of this essay was expressed in the form of three ques- 
tions. Two of them we have now attempted to answer. We have 
examined the basic trends of Russian history in terms of Byzantine 
civilization and found that, at least until the end of the fifteenth cen- 
tury and to a more limited but still notable extent until the late seven- 
teenth, this approach provided us with a guiding thread which made 
our subject “intelligible.” From the eighteenth century, however, Rus- 
sia's Byzantine heritage, overlaid with influences from the contempo- 
rary West, ceased to be the primary source of Russian culture, and the 
“intelligible field” of Russian history in this period should be widened 
to include the greater part of Europe. In any case the realm of Byzan- 
tine civilization, which in geographico-cultural terms, can both in 
medieval and modern times, be largely described as Eastern Europe, 
was never a self-contained unit, but should be regarded as an integral 
part of European Christendom. We must now, in conclusion, consider 
briefly our third question—the specific character of Russia’s Byzantine 
heritage. 

“Russia’s Byzantine heritage” is the title of a chapter in Professor 
Toynbee’s book Civilization on Trial.'* The author stresses the conti- 
nuity in Russian history and argues that, for all the sweeping changes 
introduced by Peter the Great and Lenin, the Russia of today still 
preserves some salient features of her Byzantine past. It is well that we 
should be reminded of this continuity, which underlies the changing 
pattern of revolution and reform, and preserved, even in the Russia of 
Stalin, something at least of the thought-world of Byzantium. Yet I 
believe that not all students of Russian history will be able to accept 
Professor Toynbee's view as to the nature of Russia's Byzantine inher- 
itance. In his opinion the rulers of Soviet Russia have inherited from 
Byzantium a state of mind and an institution: the conviction that they 
are chosen to inherit the earth and are hence always in the right; and 
the structure of the totalitarian state. 1 shall not here discuss in detail 
the origin of this outlook and this institution, both of which undoubt- 
edly exist in the Soviet Union today. But Professor Toynbee’s thesis s! 
50 relevant to our present subject that I feel impelled to cite some E 
My reasons for believing that, at least without serious qualification, it 
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is likely to mislead. 

A totalitarian state, for Professor Toynbee, is one “that has estab- 
lished its control over every side of the life of its subjects”; the proof of 
the totalitarian nature of the Byzantine polity lies in the fact that its 
emperors succeeded in making the Orthodox Church of the Empire 
“virtually a department of the medieval East Roman state”; this en- 
slavement of the spiritual by the temporal he calls “Caesaro-papism.” 
Caesaro-papism, in his view, had the disastrous effect of stunting and 
crushing Byzantine civilization and transmitted to medieval Russia the 
seeds of totalitarianism; cultivated in the political laboratory of the 
rulers of Muscovy, these seeds later yielded a harvest under the Soviet 
régime. Professor Toynbee has argued his conception of Byzantine 
“Caesaro-papism” at considerable length in the fourth volume of his 
Study of History; the problem is clearly of the greatest importance, 
for the view we take of the relationship between Church and State in 
Byzantium will inevitably color some of our basic notions of East 
European history, both in the Middle Ages and in more recent times. 

It would be impossible, within the span of two paragraphs, to 
attempt a detailed criticism of Professor Toynbee's thesis. But I ven- 
ture to suggest that neither of these formulae—Caesaro-papism or 
totalitarianism—is an adequate description of the complex relations 
that existed in Byzantium between the Emperor and the Church. It is 
true that: (I) in the Byzantine society the Emperor occupied a 
supreme and sacrosanct position; (2) the canons and rules of the 
Church required his sanction before they became effective; (3) he 
could generally in the last resort depose a recalcitrant patriarch; (4) 
some emperors claimed the authority of defining ecclesiastical dogma; 
and (5) the freedom of the Church frequently suffered from their 
heavy-handed patronage. But each of these statements has its own 
significant counterpart: (1) the conception of the Emperor as “the liv- 
ing law” and of his sovereignty as the earthly reflection of divine wis- 
dom and power, borrowed by Eusebius from the Hellenistic pagan 
philosophers, was accepted in Byzantium, but it was generally infused 
with a Christian ion, so that the notion of the Emperor as 
Vicegerent of God, without losing any of its original force, shades 
off — through the idea of his duty as Defender of the Faith — into the 
obligation generally assumed after the sixth century by the Emperor at 
his coronation to preserve untainted the Orthodox faith, and later, to 
"remain the faithful and true servant and son of Holy Church.” (2) 
canons of the Church were drawn up and issued by the ecclesias- 
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tical Councils: the Basileus only sanctioned and enforced them. (3) On 
the occasions of conflict with the Church authorities, the emperors 
often seemed victorious on the surface; but usually in the end, and 
increasingly so from the ninth century onwards, the Church would 
vindicate her inner freedom and her right to impose the moral law on 
the Emperor. Professor Toynbee himself admits that “every famous 
Western champion of the rights of the Church has his counterpart and 
peer in Orthodox Christendom.” (4) The Imperial claims to define 
dogma, occasionally asserted, were in general regarded by the Church 
as an intolerable abuse and, in the long run, successfully resisted; and 
(5) it is significant that these attempts, due not so much to the emper- 
ors’ desire to enslave the Church as to their wish to enforce comprom- 
ise solutions with a view to preserving peace and unity within the 
State or securing military aid from the West, were always in the end 
defeated by the refusal of the Church to tamper with the purity of the 
Orthodox faith. The antithesis between these two sets of propositions 
constitutes perhaps the crucial problem in any study of the relations 
between Church and State in Byzantium. And it may be suggested 
that the solution of this still controversial question might be approached 
byan attempt to transcend both Professor Toynbee's interpretation of 
Byzantine Caesaro-papism and, at the opposite extreme, the recent 
assertion that “the religious history of Byzantium could be represented 
as a conflict between Church and the State, a conflict from which the 
Church emerged unquestionably the victor.” Any true solution of 
this problem, I would suggest, must rest on three essential and often 
neglected facts: firstly, in spite of the interpenetration of the spiritual 
and temporal spheres in Byzantine society, there always existed in the 
mind of the Church an unbridgeable gulf between the competence of 
the State and the sanctifying and saving functions of the Church; 
Secondly, the Emperor's sovereignty was limited — intrinsically, by its 
Subordination to Divine Law and the duties of “philanthropy” incum- 
bent upon him, and extrinsically, by the spiritual authority of the East 
Roman bishop and the moral authority of the ascetic holy man;# and 
thirdly, whilst the attitude of the Church to the Christian Empire 
Temained substantially the same, the attitude of the E to E 
appears to have undergone a significant change, from ths 
heavy-handed intervention of the early Byzantine emperors in teca 
astical affairs, through the bitter struggles of the Iconoclast period, to 
the ninth-century settlement, expressed in Basil Ts Epanagoge: “As the 
Commonwealth consists of parts and members, by analogy with an 
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individual man, the greatest and most necessary parts are the Emperor 
and the Patriarch. Wherefore agreement in all things and harmony 
(evugevia) between the Imperium and the Sacerdotium bring peace 
and prosperity to the souls and the bodies of the subjects.”*! “Parallel- 
ism” and “symphony” between Church and State — are these formu- 
lae not a more faithful reflection of the Byzantine mind than Caesaro- 
papism or totalitarianism? 

And in medieval Russia it was the same: here too, in spite of local 
differences, Church and State remained bound by the same twofold 
relationship which is implicit in the Byzantine Epanagoge:* parallel- 
ism and virtual equality on the one hand, indissoluble unity of pur- 
pose on the other. Sometimes, as in the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries when the secular power was weak and decentralized, the 
Church assumed a preponderance in public affairs; sometimes, as in 
the sixteenth century, the State, in the person of the all-powerful 
monarch, would impinge upon the sphere of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. 
But generally speaking, after each of these oscillations the pendulum 
would swing back, and in the end the balance would be restored in 
accordance with the Byzantine theory. The most autocratic Tsars of 
Muscovy cannot be described as totalitarian rulers; for they, too, like 
the Byzantine Basileis, were forced to respect the doctrinal supremacy 
and moral authority of the Church. The seeds of Russian totalitarian- 


‘of the Byzantines in their Universal Empire, des- 
Christians of the earth under the sacred sceptre 
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of the Basileus. Both attitudes reflect something of a mixture of faith 
and politics. Both are strongly intolerant of rivals and opponents. The 
Bolshevik party has often reserved its fiercest hatred not so much for 
the capitalists of the West as for the other Socialist parties who, with 
programs different from its own, are deviationists and traitors to the 
Cause. The Byzantines were so deeply repelled by the theological 
innovations of the Latin West that a few months before the fall of the 
Empire a high dignitary could publicly declare that he would “rather 
see ruling over Constantinople the turban of the Turks than the Latin 
mitre.“ And when Constantinople fell to the Turks in 1453 and, as it 
seemed to men of that time, the Imperial legacy of Byzantium was 
proudly assumed by the autocrats of Russia, it was Moscow, the 
Third Rome, that became the unique repository of the Orthodox faith 
and its guardian against the heretical West. It would be difficult to 
resist the impression that there is at least something in common 
between the religious messianism of the Second and Third Rome and 
the belief of the Russian Communist in the exclusive truth of the 
Marxist Gospel, immortally enshrined in the collected works of Marx, 
Engels, Lenin, and Stalin. Yet this simile, in my opinion, should not 
be pushed too far: it may give us some insight into the psychological 
background of contemporary Russia; if taken as a full explanation, it 
may become a real obstacle to our understanding of both Russia and 
Byzantium, Historical continuity, like most other facts, is subject to 
the laws of change, development, and decline. From Byzantine univer- 
salism to Russian religious nationalism, and from the latter to the 
doctrine of world revolution, the change is very great; some indeed, 
may be tempted to regard it as a gradual debasement. There is, surely, 
at least one important difference between the intolerance of Byzan- 
tium and that of the Kremlin. The latter brand has, at least so far, 
expressed itself in hatred and violence: all means can legitimately be 
employed in pursuit of the final goal. That was not so in Byzantium: 
hatred of the West could sometimes be found there, no doubt, but it 
Was not a hatred of Western culture nor of the Western way of life, 
rather a bitter resentment against the barbarians of the Fourth 

le, who, under the pretext of securing their advance to the East, 
Stormed and looted the Imperial capital. Byzantine intel 
Was not usually aggressive: rather was it due to the pride felt by the 
Romans in their own achievement: for centuries they had es 
du and successfully defended their way of life against the ae i 

a ing at the gate, and the purity of their Christian 1a! 


BYZANTIUM AND THE SLAVS 


102 


against all attempts to tamper with Orthodoxy. The Byzantines were 
deeply attached to their religion: there could be no compromise in 
matters of faith; and some of them were doubtless sincere in preferring 
to see their capital under the heel of the Turk than their Church 
forced to subscribe to the unacceptable doctrines of the Papacy. It has 
been well said that “Byzantine intolerance is in its essence an affair of 
the spirit."5 It is, I think, important that we should remind ourselves of 
this difference between Communist Moscow and Christian Byzantium, 

It may even be doubted whether any historical connection can 
really be found between the "intolerance" of Byzantium and that of 
the contemporary Russian Marxists. It is fashionable today to trace 
the roots of the Soviet leaders’ hostility towards the West back to the 
distant past, through the anti-Western feelings of a section of the 
nineteenth-century intelligentsia to Muscovite “messianism” and thence 
to Byzantine Orthodoxy. But the historian may feel justifiably doubtful 
of the validity of a method which, as I have suggested, results only too 
often in a process of “reading back” the origin of modern Russian 
ideas and institutions to a hypothetical or imaginary Byzantine past. It 
cannot be the purpose of this essay to discover the origins of the 
present Soviet attitude towards the West. But one final question may 
be asked in this connection: was not that criticism of modern “Euro- 
pean” culture, which we find in the writings of several prominent Rus- 
sian thinkers of the nineteenth century, itself largely a Western rather 
‘than a Russian, product? 

If neither totalitarianism nor a messianic intolerance of the West 
forms part of Russia's Byzantine heritage, can another formula be 
Mo e e queant We have in the 
course of this essay gained a glimpse at several fields in which n- 
tine civilization exerted a deep and lasting influence upon SoA 
there is one feature of this heritage which, I would suggest, informs 
and the rest. This feature is best revealed in Russian history 

f th period. Then, as we saw, with her doors open to the 
f tium, Rus’ was also closely linked with central and 

stern Europe, by trade, culture, and diplomacy, above all by the 
ore one world of Christendom, where, in the 
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her from medieval Europe: it was the main channel through which she 
became a European nation. Byzantium was not a wall, erected 


Russia and the West: she was Russia's gateway to Europe. 
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respects, the direct Tatar influence on Russian life increased rather than decreased after Russia's 
emancipation" (p. 335). 

“Ivan Timofeev, in S. F. Platonov, Drevnerusskiva skazaniva i povesti o smutnom vremeni XVII 
yeka, kak istoricheskiistochnik (2nd ed., St, Petersburg, 1913), p. 206; Vremennik Ivana Timofeeva, 
ed. O. A, Derzhavina and V. P. Adrianova-Peretts (Moscow, 1951), p. 162. 

40For the culture of Kievan Rus’ and its Byzantine foundations see: André Mazon, “Byzance et la 
Russie,” Revue d'histoire de la philosophie et d'histoire générale de la civilisation. fasc. 19 (Lille, 1937), 
pp. 261-77; G. P, Fedotov, The Russian Religious Mind: Kievan Christianity (Cambridge, Mass.. 
1946): B. D. Grekov, The Culture of Kiev Rus (Moscow, 1947) (in English); G. Vernadsky, Kievan 
Russia (New Haven, 1948); A. Meyendorff and N. H. Baynes, “The Byzantine Inheritance in Russia." 
in Byzantium, ed. N. H. Baynes and H. St. L. B. Moss (Oxford, 1948), pp. 369-91, and the 
bibliography on pp. 417-21; D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth (St. Vladimir's Press, 
1982), pp. 309-52, 

UB. H. Sumner, Survey of Russian History (2nd ed., London, 1947), p. 178. 

The expression is borrowed from Professor Norman Baynes, whose two lectures, The Hellenistic 
Civilization and East Rome (London, Oxford University Press, 1946) and The Thought-world of East 
 Romeibid., 1947), form an admirable introduction to the study of medieval Russian culture. They are 
reprinted in Baynes’ Byzantine Studies and other Essays (London, 1955) 

‘The expression “relapse into barbarism” is used by Professor Toynbee to describe the consequen- 
ces ofthe shift of Russia's political centre from Kiev to the upper Volga region, an event which he dates 
to the last quarter of the eleventh century, i.e. some 150 years prior to the Mongol conquest (A Study 
‘of History, vi. 309), Apart from the fact that he antedates this shift by at least half a century. itis 
scarcely justifiable to speak of a "relapse into barbarism” in the north-eastern region of pre-Mongol 
Rus’. The whole of this area was closely connected with the southern civilization of Kiev, and the 
twelfth- and early thirtee architecture of the Suzdal” and Vladimir region remains one of 
the finest achievements in the history of Russian art. CI. Vernadsky, Kievan Russia, pp. 259-61: N- 
Voronin, “Kultura Vladimiro-Suzdal'skoy zemli XI-XII vekov,” Istoricheski Zhurnal, vol. iv (Mos- 
cow, 1944), pp. 35-43; Pamyarniki Vladimiro-Suzdal'skogo zodchestva XI-XIII vekov (Moscow. 
1945); D. R. Buxton, Russian Medieval Architecture (Cambridge, 1934), pp. 24-7. 

"For an account of Russian thirteenth-century literature see V. M. Istrin, Ocherk istorii drevne- 
russkoy literatury domoskovskogo perioda (Petrograd, 1922), pp. 199-248; for the Balkan influences 
‘on Russian fourteenth- and. literature see N. K. Gudzy, History of Early Russian 
Literature. trans. by S. W. Jones (New York, 1949), pp. 232-43; cf. P. Kovalevsky, Manuel d'histoire. 
russe (Paris, 1948), pp. 94-102, for an attempt to justify the term “Russian Renaissance of the 
fourteenth century." For the spiritual tradition of medieval Russia see N. Zernov, St. Sergius— 
Builder of Russia (London. n.d.); A Treasury of Russian Spirituality, ed. G. P. Fedotov (London. 
1950), pp. 50-133. For the Novgorod painting of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries see N. P- 

 Kondakov, The Russian Icon. trans. by E. H. Minns (Oxford, 1927), pp. 71-100; L. Réau, L'Art russe 
des origines a Pierre le Grand (Paris, 1921), pp. 136-95; C. Diehl, Manuel d'art byzantin, vol. i (Paris. 
ea at Branston end ihe Rise of Russia (Cambridge. 
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Russia's BY 


y, on the contrary, suggests a sociological parallel betwee 
aso aon cn oe rab enin 
imperial” Peri een the Westernized upper classes and the conservative peasantry to the cleavay 
veld to create sion to Christianity between the Christian and the pagan sections of the 
cused by Ras cess he maintains, “affected first the upper classes of society and accentuated the 
commun Between the élite and the masses" (Kievan Russia, pp. 241-2). It is true that in Russia 
ral cleavage ah centuries were to some extent a period of “cultural dualism.” but the 
ould not be pressed too far. The cleavage created in Russian society by the increasing. 
fter the middle of the seventeenth century proved deep and permanent, atleast until 

it century. Christianity, on the other hand, “gradually enveloped more and more of the 
the present Eh Vernadsky himself admits, Nor was the distinction between Christianity and 
various socal d M Russia a distinction between the upper classes and “the masses even in the 
gaganism it Othe former retained something of the pagan ethos at least as late as the end of the 
Kiran Pory, asis evident in the Lay of Igor's Campaign; and, on the other hand, Christianity seems. 
Me spread fairly rapidly among the peasantry soon after Vladimir's conversion, partly, no doubt, 
to havea Pe Slavonic liturgy and translation of the Scriptures 
SYM eph. Abbot of Volokolamsk: Prosveriteľ (th cd., Kazan, 1904), p. $47. 

PAvvakum, Zhite, ed. by N. K. Gudzy (Moscow, 1934), pp. 138-9; f. The Life of the Archpriest 
Avvakum by himself, trans. by Jane Harrison and Hope Mirrlees (London, 1924). p. 132; La Vie de 
Tahiprére Avvakum. écrite par lui-méme, traduite par Pierre Pascal (Paris, 1938), p. 185. 

Photius, Ep. 13, Migne, Patrologia Graeca, vol. cii, col. 724D; quoted in Baynes, The Thought- 
^ st Rome, p. 10. 

d schevgocrusfararto calm (KUP Rul epokid obrasóvaniyi russkogo atra lag 
gosudarstva (Moscow, 1946), p. 32). that in no extant official Russian document, or even diplomatic 
Correspondence, of the fifteenth or sixteenth centuries, is Moscow described as the heir of Byzantium. 
Yetin the Paschal Tables compiled by the Metropolitan Zosima in 1492 the Grand Duke of Moscow, 
Nan Il, is described as "the new Emperor Constantine of the new City of Constantine — Moscow" 
(Gee M. Dyakonov, Vlas moskovskikh gosudarey (St. Petersburg, 1889), pp. 64-6; D. Stremoou- 
hoff, "Moscow the Third Rome: Sources of the Doctrine,” Speculum, vol. xxvin, 1953, p. 91) 
However, the political implications of the doctrine of "Moscow the Third Rome" seem to have been 
ignored by the Russian statesmen of the time: cf. N. Chaev, “*Moskva—Treti Rim v politicheskoy 
praktike moskovskogo pravitel'stva XVI veka,” Istoricheskie Zapiski, vol. xvi (Moscow, 1945), pp. 
323;G. Obr, "Gli ultimi Rurikidi e le basi ideologiche della sovranità dello Stato russo,” Orientalia 
Christiana Periodica, vol. xn (Rome, 1946), pp. 322-73 

*The relation between the growth of Western influence and the decline of Byzantine traditions in 
fificenth- and sixteenth-century Muscovy is discussed by Fr. George Florovsky in Puti russkago 
bogosloviya (Paris, 1937), pp. 414-29; Engl. transl in his Collected Works, V (Belmont, Mass., 1979). 

HL R. Lewitte, “Poland, the Ukraine and Russia in the 17th century.” Slavonic Review, vol. XXVII, 
0.68 (Dec. 1948), pp. 157-71; no. 69 (May 1949), pp. 414-29. See now 
Harvard Ukrainian Studies, VIII, 1-2 (1985), 

ZN. H. Baynes, The Byzantine Empire (Home University Library, London, 1939), pp. 7-10: 

1. PP. XV-XX. 

SN. lorga, Byzance aprés Byzance (Bucharest, 1935). Cf. S. Runciman, The Great Church in 
Captivity (Cambridge, 1968). il 
cov temporary exception ofthe Serbs, who preserved an independent ecclesiastical organiza 

: UM ‘again between 1557 and 1766, and of the Bulgarians, whose autonomo! 
Ohrid was abolished in 1767. 
Ser rimor O. Haleckis book The Limits and Divisions of European History (London and New 

: deals with several problems touched upon in this chapter, particularly with the re 
ship between western and cast incingly that “Eastern Europe. . is 
Pers ern Europe. The author argues convincing ree og 
He European than Western Europe" (p. 121), but his definition of eastern Europe is 


meets two different methods of dividing Europe into geographic cultural areas. The frst 


the eleventh 
comparison s 
Westernization a 


and White Russia which were 
in the fourteenth century int the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. The second method 
fourfold distinction between western, "west central" “east-central” and eastern Europe. 
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Bast-central” Europe is taken to consist of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Finland, Rumani 
and the Balkan plaice eastern Europe, in this classification, should be equated either with the 
Ukraine and White Russia (but only when they are liberated from the political control of Soviet 
Russia) or with Great Russia, "if and when Russia is considered part of Europe" (p. 137). Both these 
‘methods of classification result in the exclusion from Europe of Muscovy, the Russian Empire, and 
the Soviet Union, and in a complete cultural separation between these successive epiphanies of a 
Eurasian Empire on the one hand and the essentially “European” regions of the Ukraine and White 
Russia on the other. 

Professor Haleckis interpretation of Russian history is undoubtedly the weakest part of his 
valuable book. In the first place, his attempts to justify the exclusion of Muscovite and Imperial 
Russia from European civilization (pp. 92-9) are far from convincing, and he himself seems to 

some doubts as to the validity of his thesis when applied to the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. Moreover, the opposition between a “European” Ukraine and a Great Russian "Musco- 
via,” so favored by modern Ukrainian historians and now by Professor Halecki, rests on several 
historical misi ions which have often been pointed out by leading Russian historians, It is 
astonishing to find the opposite view, which includes the history of the Ukraine and of White Russia 
in the general course of Russian history, summarily dismissed by the author as a theory held only by 

“some Russian scholars" (p. 137), To try and trace the frontier of Europe along an imaginary 
borderline between the Ukraine and White Russia on the one hand and Muscovite Great Russia on 
the other is to do violence to historical facts. Finally, it is surely inconsistent to claim, as Professor 
Halecki does, that while Russia was ntly “cut off from Europe” by the Mongol conquest (p. 

93), the Christian nations of the Balkans, similiarly placed outside Europe by the Turkish invasion, 


‘were “reunited with 


|, "Istoricheskie svyazi russkogo naroda s yuzhnymi slavyanami s drevney- 
‘shikh vremen do poloviny XVII veka,” Slavyanski Sbornik (Moscow, 1947), pp. 125-201. 
"The problem of defining the notion of Eastern Europe has led to some controversy, in which 


j: M. Hi 
|. pp. 74-81: 


Opera, ed. P. Gautier (Thessalonica, 1980), 
Byzantine Portraits (Oxford, 1988), pp. 41-5. Cf. B. Leib, Rome, Kiev 

' siècle (Paris, 1924), pp. 41-50. 
tre l'Orient et l'Occident (Paris, 1923), pp. 168-81; C. Diehl, La Société 
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cit., pp. : 

042 A8 Monenksiies, ed. Rev. A, v. Mam à 

latins, 1689-1943 (2nd ed., London, 1944). p. 1. 
tions of Russian culture have 
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ja's Byzantine Herii 
Russia's B) 
Study of History, iv. 320-408, 592-623, 
MIaité des Offices. cd. J. Verpeaux (Paris, 1966), p. 253. Cf. L, Bréhier, Les 
"Empire Byzantin (Paris, 1949), pp. 9-10. 
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papism' and all, 
"a Docas (Historia Turcobyzantina, (Bucharest, 1958), p. 329) ascribes these words to the Grand 

Duke Lucas Notaras. Their authenticity, however, is impugned by Professor C. Amantos (La Prise de 

Constantinople: in “Le Cinq-centiéme anniversaire de la prise de Constantinople" (L'Hellénisme 

Contemporain, fascicule hors série) Athens, 1953, pp. 10-11). 

“Henri Grépoi 


Byzantium (ed. Baynes and Moss), p. 132. 


CHAPTER IV 


BYZANTIUM, KIEV AND MOSCOW: 
A STUDY IN ECCLESIASTICAL RELATIONS* 


Among the many still unresolved problems that confront the his- 
torian of medieval Eastern Europe is that of the precise nature of the 
relationship between the Church of Russia and the Patriarchate of 
Constantinople. This gap in our knowledge is due to the scantiness 
and vagueness of the relevant sources: Byzantine writers, at least 
before the fourteenth century, show themselves singularly uncommu- 
nicative about the Russian Church; while the early Russian chron- 
iclers are almost equally reticent on the ecclesiastical affairs of their 
country, and especially on the relations of their Church with the 
Byzantine Patriarchate. 

One fact stands out, uncontroverted and well-known: from 1039, 
when a Byzantine prelate is mentioned in Kiev,! to 1448, when the 
Russian bishops, severing their dependence on the Unionist Patriarch 
of Constantinople, elected their own primate, the Russian Church was 
à metropolitan diocese of the Byzantine Patriarchate. Was this so 
from the beginning, and can this direct subordination of the Russian 
Church to Byzantium be traced during the half-century that followed 
the official acceptance of Christianity by Prince Vladimir of Kiev in 
988 or 989? In the absence of explicit and contemporary evidence on 
this point, controversy has raged, and some of the advocates in this 
Cause célèbre are still in the field. It is not the purpose of this article to 
discuss the conflicting theories of those scholars who have sought to 
Prove—unsuccessfully in my opinion—that Vladimirs church was 
dependent on the Bulgarian Patriarchate of Ohrid; subject to Rome; 
OT autocephalous; The ingenuity and learning with which these 


td 

3} 

‘Dumbarton Oaks Papers, XI (1957), 23-78. 
109 


Tm BYZANTIUM AND THE sq AVS 


hypotheses have sometimes been argued cannot gainsay the Circum. 
stantial evidence which strongly suggests that the Russian Church Was 
from the beginning directly subordinated to the Patriarchate of 
Byzantium: the statement of the eleventh-century Arab historian 
Yahya of Antioch that the Emperor Basil II sent to Vladimir of Rus’ 
“metropolitan and bishops" who baptized him and his people; the 
role played by the Greek clergy of the Crimea in the christianization 
of Rus’, the building of Vladimir's first stone church in Kiey by 
Byzantine architects, his marriage with Anna, the Emperor's sister.s 
his assumption at baptism of the name Basil, doubtless a symbol of 
his spiritual adoption by the Emperor surely these facts Create a 
strong presumption in favor of the view that Vladimir's church was 
placed under East Roman authority,’ 

This contemporary, if indirect, evidence is confirmed by the 
explicit testimony of a fourteenth-century Byzantine historian whose 
relevance to the problem under discussion does not seem to have been 
justly appreciated. Nicephorus Gregoras, in the thirty-sixth book of 
his ‘Totopia "Poyaikif, in which he deals at length with the past and 
contemporary history of the Russian Church, writes: “from the time 
when this nation [ie. the Russians] embraced holy religion and 
received the divine baptism of the Christians, it was laid down once 
for all that it would be under the jurisdiction of one bishop . . . ; and 
that this primate would be Subject to the See of Constantinople, and 
would receive from it the laws of the. spiritual authority."* 

This text is so clear and explicit that its neglect by historians seems 
at first surprising. Yet the evidence of so late a writer must clearly be 
treated With considerable caution; it is possible, moreover, that, by 
appealing to a tradition of so venerable an antiquity, Gregoras was 
Concerned in this passage to support the claims over the Russian 
Church Which were being pressed with renewed vigor by the Byzan- 
tine Patriarchate toward the middle of the fourteenth century; and at 
least onc expression in this passage seems inspired by the ecclesiastical 


gyzantium, Kiev and Moscow m 
even more pg ee eru Referring to the pri- 
= á he Russian Church and to the time when the Rus- 
we d to Christianity, he writes: “it was laid down that 
ed Wer be taken alternately now from that nation [i.e.from the Rus- 
esu y from those who were both born and brought up here [i.e. 
pus Bun each primate always being raised to the throne there, 
n Peur of the previous incumbent, by alternate succession, in 
Has the link between the two nations, thus secured and ratified, 
ight forever preserve the unity of faith pure and undefiled, and find 
Sd stability for its existence and its strength."!o 
y^ "The language of this passage may be rather involved and pleonas- 
tic, but its meaning is clear beyond doubt: Gregoras is asserting that 
when the Russians were officially converted to Christianity- that is in 
988 or 989 — an agreement was concluded between the authorities of 
Constantinople and Kiev — in other words between the Emperor Basil 
Il and Vladimir I — by the terms of which the primates of the Russian 
Church — the metropolitans of Kiev — were for all times to be 
appointed according to the principle of alternate nationality, a native 
Russian succeeding a Byzantine, and vice-versa. This alternation is 
explicitly referred to three times in this short passage and is empha- 
sized by the terms dyioraddv and zapaA 4d. 
The importance of this passage was perceived as early as 1851 by 
V. Parisot, the first editor of the thirty-sixth book of Gregoras’ His- 
tory.? He accepted Gregoras’ statement as true, but his insufficiently 
critical approach to this passage, and his somewhat sketchy knowl- 
edge of Russian history did not lead him to any very clear or positive 
conclusions. In 1889 the Russian historian M. D'yakonov quoted 
this passage as something of a curiosity and, in the absence of corro- 
borative evidence to support Gregoras’ statement, was cautious in 
assessing its historical value.!4 Finally in 1913 another Russian scholar, 
P. Sokolov, ridiculed the attempt to read into this passage any refer- 
ence to an alternation in the nationality of the metropolitans of Kiev.'* 
far as I am aware, in no subsequent work of scholarship was this 
Passage discussed, A 
negative attitude of Sokolov, and the silence of recent histori- 
ans are understandable, for Parisot’s edition of the sixth book of Gre- 
Sad History, from which this passage has been quoted, was super- 
in 1855 (four years later) by the Bonn edition of the third 
i of the complete History, which contains this passage in a mu- 
tiated form; six words are missing, and they are precisely the crucial 


ras makes an 
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words which refer to the alternation in the nationality of the Primat 
of the Russian Church; Parisot’s edition reads: civar ó*a/róv xai w 
uy &x cob yévovc &kfvov, vovd ee tav THE góvcov áo? Kai tpavévren, 
The Bonn edition reads: evar 0’ aitdv xal vOv ubv £k zw TE vro, 
6u0d Kai tpapévtov.!6 i us 
It is not surprising that historians, who since 1855 have tended to 
read the thirty-sixth book of the History in the Bonn edition rather 
than in Parisot’s earlier version, have, with the exception of D'yakonov, 
failed to realize the true meaning of Gregoras’ words; indeed, the defec- 
tive text of the Bonn edition, in spite of such patent clues alluding to the 
alternation as the correlative clause vov xév and the words duorßaðóv 
and mapaAAde, could at first glance be read to mean that the Russian 
primates were to be chosen solely from among those who had been 
es Se naeng in Byzantium." In Migne's edition of the His- 
ory, published in i ion is pri i 
pe ea "ees 5, the passage in question is printed in the same, 
The omission of the crucial words which refer to the alternation in 
the nationality of the primates of Russia from all editions of the 
thirty-sixth book subsequent to Parisot's is undoubtedly due to an 
jii iem aen pe qud of the third volume of the Bonn text of 
( istory: for the printed text of this in Bonn (as 
indeed of the entire thirty-sixth book) is derived roris single zs 
script, the Par. Gr. 3075 in the Bibliothèque Nationale, which is a 
Fue made in the year 1699 of the fourteenth-century Vat. Gr. 1095 in 
n anne and both manuscripts contain the crucial words 
cag iow pu no other manuscript containing the thirty-sixth 
i debi ras’ History. Omont is wrong in stating that it is also to 
found in the Par. Gr. 1276 in the Bibliotheque Nationale?! an error 
dew uar merae in his book on Nicephorus Gregoras.? So we 
mean da a ear the Vat. Gr. 1095, on the 
igen ei fectively printed in the Bonn edition, 
‘What are we to think of this statement of Gregoras? In no other 
Some. "ia such an agreement between Byzantium and Russia, regula- 
ting nee of the metropolitans of Kiev, so much as men- 
Vn W currently held by scholars of the methods by which 
ieee primates were appointed is far removed from the notion 
pisi Deed compromise between Rus’ and the Empire: and 
Pigh added to the lateness of Gregoras’ evidence, might 
‘Suggest that his statement was a product of fantasy or misin- 


m Kiev and Moscow 13 
Yet, so long as Gregoras’ statement is not directly contra- 
ied by other. more reliable, sources, it is surely worth inquiring 
dicted PY S dence, however indirect, can be found to support it, 
Ee generally speaking. his testimony might provide ade- 
da unds for reconsidering the problem of the ecclesiastical rela- 
O eer Byzantium and medieval Russia. The first step in such 
ia uiry must be an attempt to ascertain the general reliability of 
an goras statements about the Russian people and their Church. 

A his History Gregoras discusses the affairs of Russia at consider- 
able length, in a passage of book twenty-eight which relates how the 
Grand Duke of Moscow sent, ca. 1350, a large sum of money to the 
Emperor John Cantacuzenus for the repair of the church of St. 
Sophia,” and especially in book thirty-six, in which he describes the 
struggle carried on before the authorities in Constantinople between 
1353 and 1356, by the rival candidates of the Grand Dukes of Mos- 
cow and Lithuania, for the jurisdiction over the whole Russian 
Church.?5 The latter account contains several statements that are ten- 
dentious and inaccurate. Gregoras’ bias is revealed whenever he 
touches, however lightly, on the subject of Hesychasm: since 1347, 
when the accession of John Cantacuzenus secured the triumph of the 
hesychast doctrines of Gregory Palamas, Gregoras had been in oppo- 
sition, and in the course of the next few years emerged as the leader of 
the anti-Palamite party in Byzantium. As such, and as one who had 
suffered for his convictions, he entertained a particularly violent dis- 
like for the Palamite Patriarch Philotheus,?> who in June 1354 
appointed the Muscovite candidate, Alexius, bishop of Vladimir, to 
the post of “metropolitan of Kiev and all Russia.” Gregoras dislike of 
Philotheus undoubtedly colored his judgment of the Patriarch’s nomi- 
via the portrait he draws of Alexius, behaving like some villain 
ioc lodrama and securing the metropolitan see by distributing 
dicts ie bribes in Constantinople? — a picture which flatly contra- 
Vias evidence, not only of Russian sources, but of Byzantine doc- 
at d well?’ — shows that his judgment of Russian affairs was apt 

10 be pues by partisan bias. The same desire to blacken 
Philotheus appears in Gregoras’ account of Alexius’ 

Lithuania, Mu Romas, a candidate of Olgerd, rini e 
Patriarch in the same year 1354 was appointed by the 
Virtues Fon of the Lithuanians.” Gregoras extolls the 
oman as vigorously as he castigates the vices of Alexius,” 

Contrary to the evidence of all the other sources, he makes 


formation. 
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Roman come to Constantinople and receive the Patriarch's conse, 
tion before Alexius arrival? His aim is clearly to suggest — though, 
doubtless to salve his historian’s conscience, he does so with disin, s : 
uous ambiguity — that the Patriarch Philotheus, out of deference fo; 
the Muscovite gold, unlawfully appointed Alexius to the same Ded 
the metropolitan see of Kiev and All Russia — to which he had j = 
nominated Roman.?! dp: 
There can thus be no doubt that, in discussing the conte: 
affairs of the Russian Church, Gregoras, carried du by his pe 
Hesychasm and of the Patriarch Philotheus, was apt at ‘times to select 
and twist the facts to conform with his polemical aims. Even here, 
however, he seems reluctant to indulge in downright invention or falsi- 
fication. But whenever Gregoras’ partisan passions were not involved, 
his treatment of Russia was full, careful and well-informed. His 
remarks on the geography, climate, and economy of the country, on 
the transfer of the metropolitan's residence from Kiev to Vladimir 
because of the devastation of South Russia by the Mongols,” on the 
division of the realm into three or four states or principalities, are 
apa the work of a conscientious and accurate recorder. His remarks 
= m Sree boty of Lithuania, whose rulers had, by the middle of 
kao ii ea conquered the greater part of western and 
Sis western. ‘ussia, are equally valuable and precise. He mentions 
Paganism of their rulers and their successful resistance to the Ta- 


pyzantium, Kiev and Moscow iis 
n to believe that the leader of the anti-Palamite party did not 
make the acquaintance of so distinguished an ally during one of the 
latter's visits to Constantinople, or that he failed to obtain from him 
first-hand information on the current conditions and past history of 
the land over which he exercised the supreme spiritual authority.“ 
Gregoras’ testimony on the Russo-Byzantine agreement regulating 
the nationality of the metropolitans of Kiev should not be regarded as 
suspect d priori: it occurs not in the later chapters of the thirty-sixth 
book, where the author, yielding to his anti-Palamite bias, seeks to 
discredit the Patriarch Philotheus and the Emperor John Cantacuze- 
nus, but in the first part of the same book, near the beginning of the 
section dealing with Russia, where Gregoras’ information is at its most 
accurate and reliable. At the time he was writing the thirty-sixth 
book — shortly after his release in 1355 from imprisonment in the 
Monastery of the Chora‘? — he was in Constantinople, and, through 
the high connections that he had previously enjoyed, and doubtless to 
some extent still maintained, at Court, in the Church, and in the office 
of the Logothete of the Dromos, must have been able to acquire first- 
hand information on the problem of the appointment of the metropo- 
litans of Kiev, particularly since this problem had been recently 
reviewed, and no doubt widely debated, in Constantinople in connec- 
tion with the appointment, in June 1354, of Alexius to the primatial 
see of Russia.‘ Gregoras is known to have had access to documents 
which are no longer extant. His leading modern biographer, R. Guil- 
land, has observed that the most reliable parts of his History are the 
later books, including the thirty-sixth.'5 And there is no reason to tax 
Gregoras with too much exaggeration when, in another part of his 
work, he asserts that of the events he describes he has personally seen 
or heard s greater part, relying for the remainder on the exact 
account of eye-witnesses.46 
. We may thus conclude that Gregoras' statements relating to Rus- 
Sia deserve to be taken seriously, since our author, generally speaking, 
treats the subject in an accurate and well-informed manner. At the 
A time, his remoteness, in time and distance, from the events he 
1e aunts, and his occasional lapses into partiality, make it impossible 
it aeeept unquestioningly his evidence on the Russe Church, unless 
ton PPorted by the testimony of other sources. This applies in par- 
accom; to his assertion that Russia’s conversion to Christianity was 
the panied by a Russo-Byzantine agreement, according to which 
metropolitans of Kiev were to be appointed alternately from 
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among Byzantines and Russians. 

One of the purposes of this article is to discover whether, in the 
absence of direct corroborative evidence, the relevant sources, Byzan- 
tine and Russian, provide any indication that such an agreement may 
in fact, have existed. Its other, and more general, aim is to reconsider, 
in the light of Gregoras’ testimony. the problem of how the primates 
of the Russian Church were, from the eleventh to the mid-fourteenth 
century, actually appointed. These two aims may best be achieved by 
an attempt to answer three separate questions: 

1. Can any regular alternation in the nationality of the metropoli- 
tans of Kiev be detected in this period? 

2. Is the existence of an agreement such as the one attested by 
Gregoras consistent with our knowledge of the ecclesiastical relations 
between Byzantium and medieval Russia? , 

3. Is there any evidence suggesting that those primates of the Rus- 
sian Church who, in this period, were not directly nominated by the 
authorities of Constantinople, were elected in Russia by the Russians 
themselves? 

» 1 propose to consider these questions with reference to two succes- 
sive periods covered by the evidence of Gregoras: the two and a half 
centuries that elapsed between the final conversion of Rus' to Chris- 
tianity in 988 or 989 and the Mongol invasion in the fourth decade of 
"eh To pai century; and the following century, from 1237 to 1354. 

i reget of convenience which will become apparent in the 

course of this discussion, I will consider the second period first. 


1. With regard to the period 1237-1354, the first question can be 
answered in the affirmative: the alternation referred vel by Gregoras is 
strikingly sinc l: with complete regularity Byzantine and Russian 
Ca : appointed. in turn, to the metropolitan see of Kiev 

All Russia: Joseph (1237-2), a Byzantine: Cyril (ca. 1249-81). a 


oa Maximus (1283-1305), a Byzantine: Peter (1308-26). a Rus- 


for example. regarded the appoi 

fais se, 1 ppointment of the Rus- 
‘in this period as due to a historical accident — th 
$ prelates to face the rigors and dangers of 3 
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? d Moscow 
m7 Kiev an 
residence in Kiev. devastated by the Mongols in 1240; this, 
pralon gion, caused the East Roman authorities to agree to the 
n (a Russian primate ca. 1249, and subsequently to 
appo! eral occasions a repetition of this precedent. Quite 
aser 0h Ser. from the lack of any evidence that the Byzantine 
period were quite so pusillanimous.*? Golubinsky's 
a „passes the main Issue — the regular alternation in the 
explanation ir metropolitans of Kiev for nearly a century and a 
amber Russian historian, T. Barsov, facing the problem more 
Lose expressed the view that this alternation was not adventitious, 
Wit was due to the desire of the Byzantine authorities to retain their 
hold over the Russian Church without offending the national suscep- 
tibilities of the Russians.” He did not, however, raise the question as 
to whether this arrangement was the outcome of a self-perpetuating 
agreement, or the result of a series of ad hoc concessions made by the 
Byzantines to the Russian authorities. The connection between the 
alternation in the nationality of the primates of the Russian Church 
from 1237 to 1378 and Gregoras’ statement is obvious. It is possible, 
of course, that our historian, or the source he used, was merely 
inferring, from the fact that for the previous century and more Byzan- 
tines and Russians had regularly succeeded one another as metropoli- 
tans of Russia, the existence of a formal agreement between the two 
countries, rationalizing, in other words, a de facto situation. Yet it 
does not seem likely that an arrangement that operated so regularly 
and for so long was the result of chance, or even of a series of ad hoc 
oo between the authorities of Byzantium and Russia. It is 
lus probable that Gregoras was right in postulating the existence ofa 
eae between the two countries which was effective dur- 
k period from 1237 to 1378. 
ee raters that Gregoras asserts that this agreement 
late tenth cent at the time of Russia's conversion to Christianity in the 
discussed coq The reliability of this part of his evidence will be 
E t may, however, be stated here that the apparent 
tans of Kiey Ter alternation in the nationality of the metropoli- 
Bern ore 1237 raises the question whether this agreement 
half of the Gs and Russia could have been concluded in the first 
Point, but it Š aio There exists no direct evidence on this 
ice of poi pting to assume a connection between the regular 
the policy gf Pointing Russians to the metropolitan see of Kiev and 
granting wide ecclesiastical concessions to the other Sla- 
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vonic satellites of the Empire, a policy pursued by the Byzantine 
authorities during their residence in Nicaea, and exemplified by the 
foundation of the autocephalous Archbishopric of Serbia in 1219 ang 
the recognition of the Patriarchate of Bulgaria in 1235.5! 

3. It is natural to inquire whether the circumstances in which the 
metropolitans of Kiev and All Russia were appointed in this Period 
can shed any light upon the problem under discussion. Nothing of 
particular interest is known about the appointment of the Byzantine 
prelates, Joseph, Maximus, and Theognostus, who were sent to Rus- 
sia by the Patriarch, the first from Nicaea, the other two from Con- 
stantinople.*? But on the election of the Russian candidates, Cyril, 
Peter, and Alexius, we are better informed; and the conclusions we 
can draw from contemporary sources are not without interest. 

Cyril, who was probably a monk of West Russian origin, was 
chosen by Prince Daniel of Galicia, the most powerful of the Russian 
rulers of his time, was sent to Nicaea ca. 1246 to be consecrated by the 
Patriarch as metropolitan of Kiev and All Russia, and returned, duly 
invested, a few years later.5 There is no suggestion in the sources that 
the appointment of a native candidate, nominated by a Russian sov- 
ereign, was in any way unusual, or that the Patriarch opposed it on 
canonical or other grounds. 

The election, and subsequent career, of the Metropolitan Peter 
provide us with a few more significant facts. Upon the death of the 
Greek Metropolitan Maximus in 1305, the Russian abbot Gerontius 
went to Constantinople, hoping and expecting to be consecrated met- 
ropolitan of All Russia by the Patriarch. There is no doubt that Ger- 
ontius was the candidate put forward for this office by the senior 
Russian ruler, Prince Michael of Tver', who at that time held the title 
of Grand Duke of Viadimir. Simultaneously Prince George of Gali- 
cia sent a candidate of his own to Constantinople, with the request that 
he be consecrated metropolitan of Galicia: this was the Abbot Peter, a 

native of Western Rus’. The Patriarch Athanasius decided otherwise: 
he rejected Gerontius’ candidature, and instead consecrated Peter met- 
ropolitan of Kiev and All Russia ( 1308).55 A curious, yet significant, 
interpretation of the attitude of the Byzantine authorities to these two 
Russian candidates can be found in the Vita of the Metropolitan 
Peter (who was subsequently canonized by the Russian Church) com- 
posed by Cyprian, Metropolitan of AII Russia (1390-1406). According 
to Cyprian. the Patriarch rejected the candidature of Gerontius 
because he had been chosen by the Russian secular authorities: “It is 
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3 tions 
= i have declared, “for laymen to e do 
fl Me ae he right of “election” is taken to T = 

e ipee forward their own candidates 


jisco| ; 4 
" ii (ie ROME edle ds bable that the Patriarch said no 
" s candidature shows that he we 
ian's account O 
such thing. ^ t. It has long pria sited 
ized this nae i since during his tenure of the mee : 
rè i i ere! 
ht, with only partial success, the very practice wi a 
a ee lers submitted their own candidates for the prima : 
[sci pears further in his account of Peter's consecration: 


51 His bias al 0 iin 
E chal in Constantinople, he states, the Patriarch "sum 
on 


i eeds to elect 
mons the synod of the most holy Har weed dunes du 
[Peter] in the customary manner.” This is a pei y à i 

iption of the formal election of a metropolitan by the Patriarchal 
Goi in Constantinople, the avvodoc £vórjuoboa, and it conforms to 
the practice current in the Byzantine Church in the Middle Ages.’ But 
in this case the formal election by the supreme authorities of the Byzan- 
tine Church was preceded by Peter's nomination (though to a see 
different from the one to which he was eventually appointed) by a 
Russian sovereign, and Cyprian is clearly at pains to reconcile Peter's 
free election by the Patriarchal Synod with the distasteful fact that he 
was recommended by a secular ruler. Further, it is curious that 
Cyprian himself involuntarily suggests that the right of the Russian 
princes to put forward their own candidates for the office of metropo- 
ce than recognized at the time: Gerontius, he tells us, ^went to 
(desee as * he already had what he expected.”6! The same 
Peter with the B Ah the subsequent relations of the Metropolitan 
the friend and eas ed On his return to Russia Peter became 
an association which led as Bynes S Moscow, George (1304-25), 
to transfer, at the sn eom, in the last years of his life, 
Tesidence from Vladimir x M rge's successor Ivan I (1325-41), 
loscow. Peter’s close collaboration 
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anxious to maintain a strong hold over the Russi 
make so explicit an offer, we may conclude that it ‘did m s Could 
nomination of a native candidate by the Russian soverei is ie 
rageous or unusual. pude 
Peter seems to have weathered this storm successfully. " 
position grew stronger when Michael of Tver' met his E n 
Golden Horde in 1319. The next Russian to be appointed ae 
politan of Kiev and All Russia was Alexius.‘ ipod 
The circumstances that accompanied the nomination, i 
appointment of Alexius are so curious, and their sus eer ke 
timony of Nicephorus Gregoras is so suggestive, that they warra x 
fairly detailed discussion.5 The son of a Russian nobleman of h : 
rank, himself the godson of the Grand Duke of Moscow Ivan I Kal 
ita, Alexius had lived as a monk in a monastery in Moscow for over 
‘twenty years when he was appointed, in 1340, by his sovereign and by 
the Metropolitan Theognostus as the latter’s coadjutor, with the pro- 
spective right of succession to the primacy. In 1352 Theognostus. 
whose health had deteriorated, consecrated him bishop of Vladimir, 
again on the understanding that Alexius would succeed him as metro- 
politan of All Russia. In the meantime, Theognostus and the Grand 
Duke of Moscow, Symeon, had sent an embassy to Constantinople to 
request the Patriarch and the Emperor to sanction Alexius' candida- 
ture, When the embassy returned to Moscow in July 1353, Theognos- 
sou Vicariis were i dead. Thereupon Alexius left for Constan- 
y as the i i i 
ea ing, Russian sources imply, to be appointed 
Alexius remained in Constantinople for a whole year; during 
much of this time, one is led to suppose, the Byzantine authorities 
scrutinized his credentials and discussed his suitability. Finally, On 
June 30, 1354, a decree of the Synod of the Church of Constantino- 
ple. signed by the Patriarch Philotheus, formally appointed him met- 
ropolitan of Kiev and All Russia. It is a remarkable document. After 
a preamble Which states that the Church of Constantinople holds the 
metropolitan diocese of Kiev and All Russia in particular honor 
because of Russia's numerous inhabitants, the preeminence of the 
power of its king (6rcpoyg fy tčovaías), and the presence near 
borders of a large pagan population, the decree hints rather darkly 
at "the ways, diverse and most appropriate to the needs of its 29" 
ministration” (xarà oic zoAueidci: kal dpíerovc pórovc zv oikove 
duc» abcr), in which the See of Constantinople had in the Pt 
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ed (éyxatéommoe) the primates of the Russian Church; “simi- 
inte’) it had now attempted to find a suitable candidate for 


; (óuofcoc) it ? : 
larly ( Paring the clerics of Constantinople; its choice, however, had 
FG Alexius, who “was born and brought up" in Russia (éxcioe 
fal 


eyes xai tpageic),® because of his piety and virtue, and also 
ym talë had been recommended for this office by the late Metropoli- 
MS Theognostus. This final decision of the Patriarch and his synod, 
reached after a careful examination lasting a whole year (é€erdoc 
GebeoK OTES dxpipeotacy trì óAóxAnpov dn tviavtóv), was influenced 
by favorable reports on Alexius obtained from Byzantine visitors to 
Russia and Russian visitors to Constantinople, and also by the fact 
that “the great King” (6 uéyaç pre) of Russia, i.e. the Grand Duke of 
Moscow, Ivan II, wrote to the Emperor, John Cantacuzenus, in sup- 
port of his candidature. The decree then adds the following comment: 
“although this is by no means customary nor safe for the Church, yet 
in view of these trustworthy and commendatory reports, and of his 
virtuous and godly mode of life, we have decided that this shall be, 
but in respect only of the Lord Alexius; and we by no means permit 
nor concede that any other person of Russian origin should in the 
future become the primate (dpyicpéa) in that country; on the contrary 
[the primates of Russia are to be chosen] from [among the clergy of] 
the . . .city of Constantinople.” The Patriarch interposes a recom- 
mendation to his successors to abide, when making future appoint- 
ments to the see of Kiev and All Russia, by this ruling, and declares 
that Alexius, appointed in full conformity with the canons and laws of 
the Church, will take possession of his new see “just as though he were 
from here.” 

One is immediately struck by two features of this synodal decree: 
Heed atriarch's obvious desire to satisfy the demands of the Muscovite 
uthorities; and his assertion that Alexius appointment to the see of 
Ch in All Russia “is by no means customary nor safe for the 
dun ' The first feature can be easily explained by the political and 
fm Situation in eastern Europe in the middle of the four- 
i COTÉ Moscow, which after the death of Metropolitan Peter 
: become de facto the ecclesiastical capital of Russia, was at 
border emerging as the one political center east of the Lithuanian 
tbe of acting as an effective rallying point for the rising 
to Doo of the Russian people and, as events were soon 
of the Gola Successfully challenging the hitherto impregnable power 
len Horde. Its princes, who had embarked with the blessing 
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of the Church and the support of their boyars on the 
ering” the whole of eastern Russia under their sway, were becom; 
increasingly powerful and rich. It is not surprising that the poe 
authorities, whose realm, weakened by the civil war between o 
Palaeologus and John Cantacuzenus, hemmed in on land by its E 
mies, the Turks and the Serbs, and disabled on sea by the encroach. 
ments of the Genoese and Venetians, faced financial ruin, were ready 
in 1354 to lend a favorable ear to the demands of an allied and Bray 
lite state from which military and economic assistance could be 
expected — the Grand Duchy of Moscovy and its xéyac pr?! The 
policy of granting concessions to Russia was further necessitated by 
the ecclesiastical situation. Now that the political fabric of the Byzan- 
tine state was shattered, the Patriarch of Constantinople was the only 
force capable of championing the traditional claims of the East 
Roman Empire to hegemony over the whole of Eastern Christen- 
dom.” But in 1354 the position of the Byzantine Patriarchate in East- 
ern Europe was gravely compromised: the Serbian Church, since the 
establishment of the Serbian Patriarchate by Stephen Dušan in 1346, 
was in open revolt against the mother Church of Constantinople; the 
Church of Bulgaria was likewise challenging its authority; its patriarch 
had recently enabled the monk Theodoretus to gain possession of the 
see of Kiev, in open defiance of the Patriarch of Constantinople; and 
Olgerd, Grand Duke of Lithuania, was threatening to subject the 
Orthodox population of his realm to the jurisdiction of the Pope.” 
The Patriarch Philotheus was fully alive to this danger and to his 
responsibilities; and during his first tenure of the patriarchal office 
(1353-5) and especially during the second (1364-76), he strove, with 
singular energy and remarkable success, to reunite the Orthodox peo- 

ples of eastern Europe by a common loyalty to the See of Constan- 

tinople.% It is hence not surprising that, in appointing the Russian 
candidate Alexius to the see of Kiev and All Russia in 1354, Philo- 
theus was concerned to placate the Grand Duke of Moscow who was 
virtually the only sovereign in eastern Europe to remain, at that time, 

in communion with the Byzantine Church. d 

Why, then, this grudging acceptance of Alexius’ candidature, an 
the Patriarch’s observation that his appointment “is by no ma 

tomary nor safe for the Church" (ci xai o00v ñv aúvnðes 616;00 b 

dapañžc cobro t éxxinaia)? This question can best be answered pY 

considering Philotheus views on the government of the Church. BY 
upbringing and conviction Philotheus—like Callistus who both pre 
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santium, Kiev 
By 4 followed him on the patriarchal nieve Pantry = 
ae arty of “zealots” in the Byzantine Church, which, 
belonged te mP “politicians” or “moderates,” had fought for centu- 
opposition te interference in ibn nnde aes penne 
jes aga! of Mount Athos, Philotheus 
pesehast pur e ae who gained a decisive and lasting 
romineno® KONE onents when the teaching of Gregory Palamas 
victory over their OPP fhe Byzantine Church in the middle of the 
vas officially por important feature of the zealots' program was 
fourteenth n the freedom of ecclesiastical appointments: and 
thee a aif was elected to the patriarchate in 1353 after his 
mae hele from the Emperor John Cantacuzenus à public 
al dem having, in the past, engineered. ihe aeon of ead 
nominees to the patriarchal throne, and an implied cond lemnati 
the majority of the former emperors for doing the same. 
Now from the standpoint of the quad the d 
Jitan Alexius suffered from specific and obvious delectis. 
reci gm can be inferred by considering three documents issued by 
the patriarchal chancellery between 1397 and ca. 1401, which contain 
a particularly clear exposition of the zealots’ view on ecclesiastical 
appointments. In the first, the Patriarch Antony IV roundly rebukes a 
monk of Thessalonica for allowing the clergy and civil authorities 
(kAnpikv Kai dpydvtwy) of that city to petition the Patriarch to 
appoint him as their metropolitan. The Patriarch objects not to the 
candidate as such, but to the attempt of the authorities of Thessalo- 
nica to bypass the rules of canonical election." These rules are stated 
more clearly in the second document, in which the Patriarch Matthew 
Censures the clergy of Anchialus for asking him to appoint as arch- 
bishop of their city a candidate of their own choice. Canon law, he 
Teminds them, requires that the election be made by the bishops of the 
Synod of Constantinople; they are to select three names, of which the 
Patriarch chooses one, and he then consecrates the elected person; the 
electio h has no right to suggest any name to the synod before the 
tori eer the clergy of Anchialus, all they may legitimately do is 
ae a given candidate to the synod and to the Patriarch; 
sing to E de this somewhat casuistic exhortation by promi- 
z ae eir candidate, provided he is one of those elected by 
to the F, third document is a reply of the Patriarch Matthew 
local CHEM 9f Trebizond who had requested him to appoint a 
as metropolitan of the city. The synod, the Patriarch 
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writes, decided, after a careful study of the Em 
ter, to send it back; out of "friendship and love" for the pj, Y let 
Trebizond and respect for the candidate's qualities ij. eror 
grant the request, but only on condition that the E omak 
another letter, in which he would recommend the candid; a 
terms, without mentioning the see of Trebizond; for a reca Bener 
a for a specific see pro persona (xpi mpoadov) is tone 
strict intei i l ou) bà 
d rpretation of the canons (zapà zv Kavovixiy taint 
These curious documents suggest that at the 
century, the “zealot” party in fhe Dyrantine Eds ue fu 
siderable difficulty in reconciling its principle of free ene cane 
offices with the opposing claims of the sees dependent on Const ae 
ople, and in attempting to eradicate the tendency of local uno 
secular and religious, to propose their own candidates to these offices 
in accordance with a practice which the Byzantine Patriarchate, for 
reasons of expediency, had countenanced in former times. aud 
vid Er ids that the same difficulty faced the Patriarch 
Mes 54. Alexius had been explicitly recommended for the 
petes ed E ides authorities to Philo- 
cen Nice 5 e Emperor John Cantacuzenus. 
n nominated as prospective metropolitan by his 
predecessor Theognostus, an act which came dangerously near to 
infringing canon law.9 And the pressure which had clearly been 
exerted on the Byzantine authorities by the Grand Duke of Moscow 
in support of Alexius could scarcely commend itself to a patriarch 
who headed the party which insisted on strictness (áxpípera) in the 
application of canon law, and was opposed to the interference of the 
secular power in ecclesiastical appointments. 
It remains to consider the last objection voiced by Philotheus to 
Alexius’ candidature: the fact that he was a Russian by birth and 
education. It is probable that the Patriarch, in stressing this fact, was 
moved, not by ethnic or national prejudice, but by the realization that 
a Russian candidate implied the patronage of a Russian sovereign and 
hence a capitulation to outside, secular pressure. This is hinted at 1 
the synodal decree of 1354, which states that future appointments t° 
the see of All Russia are to be made without outside assistance (17/95 
vòç étépeobev mpoadedpevov).*! The decision not to tolerate the election 
of any more Russian metropolitans after Alexius was to prove quie 
ineffectual, for during the six years that elapsed after the death of 
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. 78, the Byzantine Patriarchate agreed on three different 
poaa ointment of a native metropolitan of Russia." 

5100 i i: um the past was equally unfortunate: for, since for 
pniothe" emm there had been as many Russian as Byzantine 

s maa "ec of Kiev and All Russia, his assertion that the 

nts of Re native Russian to this post was “by no means cus- 
appointment : to say the least, an exaggeration. The acts of the 

p ds of Constantinople are, to be sure, some- 


ntury Syno 
fourteen eui historical fact; and one cannot but suspect that 


uched in the expert phraseology of East 
ite ed. Proteus and his ae SERES desire to safe- 
RUN edom of ecclesiastical elections, and to retain a strict hold 
ae the Muscovite Church, were trying to introduce a new principle 
in the appointment of the metropolitans of Russia by willfully ignor- 
ing the realities of the past. : 

What, then, were these realities of the past? It will be observed 
that the testimony of the Patriarch Philotheus and that of Nicephorus 
Gregoras, which are almost exactly contemporary, contradict each 
other on at least one essential point: the Patriarch, in defiance of his- 
torical truth, writes of the appointment of a native metropolitan of 
Russia as if it were a dangerous innovation; Gregoras asserts that the 
Byzantine authorities had formally agreed in the past to alternate elec- 
tions of Greek and Russian prelates to the see of Kiev; he does not, it 
is true, tell us explicitly that this agreement was kept, but the context 
and tenor of his words suggest that he still regarded it, at the time of 
writing, as at least theoretically in force. 

Because Philotheus made a false statement, it does not of course 
the E UM that Gregoras was speaking the truth. However, if 
n En in their evidence is related to their opposing views 
editto. et matters, we may discover an added reason for giving 
Bera EN It was not only on the theological issue of Hesy- 
who had con EAR was strongly opposed to the Palamite Patriarch 
to the see of Kiev. Ae Synod of June, 1354, and appointed Alexius 
differed as sharpl m views on Church administration seem to have 
Member of the m Philotheus, it has been shown, was a leading 
State interference i lot” party in the Byzantine Church, which resisted 
appointments. G; eu ecclesiastical affairs, and fought for freedom of 
S Opposing npe occupied; an equally prominent position in 
to accept TM moderates’ or “politicians” who were inclined 

Patronage in the affairs of the Church and, in 
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accordance with the accommodating principle 

vouía), believed that the Church, in its Sitiens o. the sony (olko. 
not intransigently reject all concessions and Hyde. Should 
Byzantine authorities had ever conceded the principle shavers JE the 
metropolitan of Kiev was to be a native candidate. ie Se 
Russian authorities, secular and ecclesiastical, it is not sui ne bY the 
the “zealot” party, obliged by the force of circumstances to, e eR 
Alexius' appointment in 1354, should have desired to “hush im 
agreement, just as they suppressed the fact that for the past cn 
Byzantines and Russians had regularly succeeded each othe: ae 
mates of the Russian Church. For the “moderates,” hae RUE 
existence of such an agreement would have been a idet ef à 2s 
program, and a proof that the continued loyalty of the es 
Church to the See of Constantinople was the result of a poli n 
conciliation and reasonable concessions pursued by the former ui 
archs and emperors of East Rome, Thus it seems at least possible that 
Gregoras, who had no reason to feel well-disposed towards the insti- 
Leve e Synod of 1354, countered its attempt to suppress the true 
ns DE attention to the existence of an agreement between 
Fen fe Empire, concluded, as he himself states, “in order that 
x EN two nations, thus secured and ratified, might 
forever, preserve unity of faith pure and undefiled, and find an 
iiia stability for its existence and its strength." 

i von dud m ee irae relations between Byzantium and 
Poem is Velim and fourteenth centuries may therefore lead us 
M ne llowing voe From 1237 to 1378 the alternate succes 

i PA meu J Russian metropolitans of Kiev is regular and 
striking. : x evidence, however, can be found to corroborate 
ces assertion that there existed a formal agreement between the 
be uuntries, regulating this succession. However, the willingness of 
oe o ities in this period to recognize the right of Rus- 

Ceres nominate, from time to time, native candidates for this 
boni "ihe evasive language of the Synod of 1354, Gregoras’ knowl- 
4 experience rience of ecclesiastical affairs, his well-informed interest 

Russian Church, and his sympathy for the policy of diplomatic 
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centuries prior to 1237, and attempt to answer, for the Kievan period 
of Russian history, the three questions we have considered for the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. 

]. Can any regular alternation between Byzantine and native pri- 
mates of the Russian Church be detected from Vladimir's conversion 
in the late tenth century to 1237% The answer to this question can 
only be a negative one. In the first place, the list of these primates that 
can be collated from contemporary documents and later catalogues** 
is almost certainly incomplete, and the exact dates of the tenure of 
office of more than half of them are unknown. Furthermore, of the 
twenty and more primates of the Russian Church of the Kievan 
period whose names have come down to us55 there are only three 
whose nationality is explicitly attested in contemporary sources; of 
these two were Russians, one a Byzantine. The origin of several oth- 
ers, as we shall see, can be inferred, but often without assurance and 
generally only with the help of later and sometimes questionable do- 
cuments. Finally, in view of the chequered history of Russo-Byzantine 
relations in the eleventh and twelfth centuries it seems unlikely that a 
regular method of alternate succession could have operated success- 
fully, even for limited periods. This in itself does not, of course, invali- 
date the evidence of Gregoras. Our historian, it will be recalled, merely 
states that an agreement regulating this succession was concluded 
between Byzantium and Russia. He does not say that it was kept. 

2. Could such an agreement have been concluded at any time 
between Russia's conversion to Christianity and the beginning of the 
thirteenth century? A positive answer to this question seems unlikely 

to find ready acceptance by those historians who assume that the 
patriarchs of Constantinople, in their desire to keep the Russian 
Church under their control, invariably insisted, in the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries, on appointing their own candidates to the see of 
Kiev. This widely-held assumption would seem to rest on three 
arguments: 

(a) Contemporary sources, both Russian and Byzantine, appear 
to take it for granted that the metropolitans of Kiev were generally, in 
this period, chosen, appointed, and sent to Russia by the Patriarch of 
Constantinople. y 

(b) Since Russia was a metropolitan diocese of this Patriarchate, 
canon law, in its contemporary Byzantine interpretation, required that 
the primates of Russia be nominated and consecrated by the Patriarch 

(c) The only metropolitans of Kiev of this period who, from con- 
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temporary evidence, are known to have been ia i 
and Clement, were elected in circumstances un MU eR Hilarion 
the Russians on these two occasions defied the atti Pone that 
tine Patriarch. Yo the Byzan. 
T believe, however, that the first of these arguments is j 
and that the other two, if examined without preconceived 
not justify the assumption that the Byzantine authorities 
enth and twelfth centuries vetoed, on principle, the app 
Russian candidates to the see of Kiev. 
The Russian chronicles, in relating the accession of a metropolitan 
of Kiev, frequently state that “he came” (pride or prishel) to Russia, 
generally adding “from Byzantium” (iz Grek or iz Tsarvagrada).®” Sim. 
ilar assertions can be found in Byzantine sources: Nilos Doxapatres 
wrote in 1143 that “a metropolitan is sent [oc44zrar] to Russia by the 
Patriarch of Constantinople;”** the Patriarch Lukas Chrysoberges, 
writing cz. 1161 to the Russian Prince Andrew Bogolyubsky, states 
even more explicitly: “we appoint from time to time [pro vremenom] 
the holy metropolitans of All Russia . . . , we appoint and send them 
thither; and John Cinnamus likewise asserts that Kiev, the metro- 
politan see of All Russia, is governed by a bishop from Byzantium 
(dpytepeic . . . éx BuCavtiov).® What is the exact meaning of these 
expressions? It is possible — and, in the Russian documents, probable 
— that the fact of “coming” or “being sent” from Byzantium to Russia 
implies no more than a journey from Constantinople to Kiev, and that 
these words would have applied equally well to a native prelate, elected in 
Rus’, and dispatched to Constantinople to be consecrated by the patri- 
arch, who would then send him back to govern his new metropolitan 
diocese. The Greek statements, on the other hand, seem to imply more 
than this, and to reflect a claim, put forward by the Patriarchate of | 
Constantinople at various times in the twelfth century, to the exclusive | 
right of nominating a Byzantine candidate to the see of Kiev. How little i 
such protestations could sometimes accord with the true state of affairs i$ | 
evident from the Patriarch Philotheus’ synodal decree of 1354; and the — 
suspicion that such statements, to which the zealot party in the Ut 
tine Church was apt to resort, may have served to justify claims tha | 
could not always be made good, scarcely warrants the assumption 
that the appointment of a native Russian as primate of Kiev would us 
this period have been disallowed on principle by the East Rom?! 
EUIS zi s m i the right 1o 
How far could the Patriarch of Constantinople claim tl 
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; metropolitan of Kiev on grounds of canon law? The 
nominate the licated by the scarcity of unambiguous canonical 
question ^ the methods of election of metropolitans in the 
rules ich by the observable discrepancy between the ecclesi- 
Lupe nord the Imperial laws regulating episcopal elections, 
wem peculiar interpretation given to both by the twelfth-century 
ous Sant of canon law relating to the appointment of 
bi Es Pere supposed, in Byzantium, to derive their origin and 
t uy from the first Apostolic Canon: énioxonos yetporoveiate 
ee ae úo ij cpi. In view of the interest which this canon 
aroused in Russia, where, as we shall see, it was on several occasions 
quoted, or misquoted, by those who held that the metropolitan of 
Kiev could be appointed by the Russian bishops, it is worth noting 
that. as late as the twelfth century, expert opinion in Byzantium was 
divided as to whether the verb yeipotoveia0o referred, in this context, 
to election or to consecration; Zonaras and Balsamon holding the 
latter view—with which modern scholars concur—but citing the 
opposite opinion, based on the fact that the term yepotovia in the 
early Church generally meant "election."?? 3 
The canons of the Church councils which are concerned with epis- 
copal appointments— notably the fourth and the sixth canons of the 
First Oecumenical Council, the nineteenth canon of the Synod of 
Antioch of 341, and the twelfth canon of the Synod of Laodicea— 
further emphasize and define the corporate nature of the electoral 
process?! a bishop is to be appointed by the bishops of the ecclesias- 
tical province in which his future see is situated; the presence of at 
least three of them is required at the election, the others signifying 
their agreement by letter; the elected candidate is to be consecrated 
opooviatu) by the bishops; while the metropolitan of the province 
thoi ratify their decision, in accordance with his right of. giving his 
iro ned xõpoç) to, or withholding it from, the election and 
nsecration. 
" uh these canons allow the metropolitan the right to exercise 
die over the appointment of a bishop. his essential 
oss not a remains that of ratifying the action of the bishops. He 
Course of aar consecrate the elected candidate. However, in ur 
Dorm; and ime, the Byzantine Church deviated from this canonica 
CE the twelfth century we find the official commentators of 
Zonaras and Balsamon, attempting to reconcile the cur- 
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yzantine practice of having the newly. 
crated by metropolitans with the canon ay 

cuins toa philological device: the terms yciporoví, 
Se refer in the canons cited above to el ion aad FAS, they 
Fiche EN equivocal interpretation desee Consecration 
nical authority for the practi i a osda 
ments in the centralized BOR ee i M appoint 
body of bishops selected three candidates, o $ of hes the electori 
by the metropolitan of the province, who ae Mm omis Chosen 
election, issued a declaration (tò yojvoua) bet m ee gat ue 
finally bestowed on him the sacramental ur E d ni 
Alongside the canons of the Church, a iiu. " Rides 
the emperors of East Rome prescribed the form fe 2 vu 
One of their features is the part they ascribe en e e 
tions. The foundation of this Imperial legislation Ape es 
de and 137th novels of Justinian, which T iin Em 
ishop is to appointed, "the clergy and t ing citi. eus z 
: ues KAnpixobe kal tobc x sg tego ve eae 
o consecrated are to elect three sons (ézi i tot 
wngiouata nociv), the final choice of candidate oe 
late conferring the ordination” (fva . . . ó Beatie s $ OTi 4 9 T 
oC Kai tT) Kpiyact Tob ycipotovoüvroc)96 And She IOS now 
^ ls: 1f, as happens in certain places, three eligible persons are not 
e em will be in the power of the electors to elect two or even one 
‘ Although Justinian’s legislation on the election of bishops was 
included in the Byzantine Nomocanons, the discrepancy between the 
secular laws which envisaged the participation of laymen in these elec- 
tions, and the ecclesiastical canons which restricted the right to 
bishops (and, indeed, in one case expressly forbade secular rulers t0 
make elections to ecclesiastical offices) tended in the course of time 
to undermine the authority of the former, in virtue of the principle. 
upheld by the medieval canonists, that in cases of conflict a canon 
takes precedence over a law. Thus the twelfth-century canonists, Aris" 
tenes and Balsamon, asserted that the ordinance providing for ‘he 
election of bishops by “the clergy and the leading citizens of the cit” 
was no longer valid. Nevertheless, there is evidence that eed 
legislation on episcopal elections was at that time neither foro" 
‘nor wholly discredited. It is remarkable that the provision relating g 
the election of bishops by “the clergy and the leading citizens of ^ 
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in the laws of the Macedonian emperors—in the 
he Epanagoge," as well as in the Basilica." And 
m yfth century the authority commanded in Byzantium by Jus- 
inte twelfth cor vas still sufficiently great to enable a Patriarch of 
tinian’s legi press, albeit unsuccessfully and against his own 
of another clause of the 123rd novel, 
"t 


e S retained 
diy iron” and t 


icts between canon law and Imperial legislation could 
be resolved in different ways. Canonists such as Balsamon argued 
that, in the event of a conflict, the canon, possessing the double sanc- 
tion of ecclesiastical authority and Imperial ratification, was to be pre- 
ferred to the secular law. The Emperor Leo VI, on the other hand, 
expounded in his seventh novel the view that when a secular law (tñ 
rohrreiac ó vánoc) clashes with a canonical prescription (ó icpóc vóuoc) 
preference must be accorded to the one which is “more useful to the 
good order of things" (Avartedéotepov tj] ebtaéia cv npayuácov). s 
This conflict between the rigorist and the empirical attitudes to Canon 
Law only reflects the perennial antagonism between the principles of 
üxpíficia and oiKovouiía, championed in the Church and in the office of 
the Logothete of the Dromos by the “zealots” and the “politicians” 
respectively; an antagonism expressed, as we have seen, in the differ- 
ent ways in which the Patriarchate of Constantinople responded in the 
fourteenth century to the periodic attempts of the Russian authorities 
to put forward their own candidates for the post of metropolitan of 
Kiev. Tt seems fair to assume, therefore, that in the period under dis- 
a law providing for the election of bishops by the 
eine VHS ae secular authorities, though discounted by the 
Git non tie inen tema e ede 
cited by fides S sin Bh + peaa y in the iaca, 
o va pport | the policy of olkovouía. 
elections of EE law recognized no difference in principle between 
two p ae ao of metropolitans: canonically speaking the 
cil jede a SEM analogous. The sixth canon of the Coun- 
Topolitans was ee a “the appointment" (ij kardacacic) of met- 
boring. UNE le by the bishops of the same, and also of the 
f this canon, ud .* However, the twelfth-century commentators 
adic i igea and Balsamon, state that in their 
i lected by other m se ferent: according to Aristenes, metropolitans 
Te no longer appoi ropolitans, while Balsamon asserts that they 
inted" (//vovro) by bishops, but by the Patriarch 
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of Constantinople.!07 However, the most i 
ument on this subject is the twenty-eigh 
equa the relevant passage states: “t f th 
tic, Asian and Thracian dioceses, and ] a ot Pot 
bishops of the aforesaid dioceses who CH ee further those 
BapPapixoic), are to be consecrated rta dad Ee EC 
holy throne of the most holy Church of Gonstantivonie 
metropolitans of the aforesaid dioceses, as has been dee 
consecrated by the Archbishop of Constantinople, a 
tions have been held in the customary manner and reported to him" 
( wnmapátrov ovppavey Kata tò čo "auévey Kai ER? adtay dvag, 
porévow)."5 In their highly interesting commentaries on this enone 
Zonaras and Balsamon explain the electoral procedure followed P 
their time: the electoral body consisted of metropolitans, members of 
the patriarchal synod: they submitted three names to the patriarch, 
who chose one of them, whom he then consecrated; and Zonaras adds 
significantly that the intention of the canon is to prevent the patriarch 
from doing as he pleases in the matter of appointing metropolitans." 
The dioceses of Pontus, Asia, and Thrace, where the metropolitans 
were elected in the manner prescribed by this canon, are defined by 
Balsamon as follows: Pontus extends along the Black Sea coast as far 
as Trebizond, Asia embraces the territory around Ephesus, Lycia, and 
Pamphylia, Thrace includes the western lands as far as Dyrrhachium. 
But the bishoprics within these dioceses which, in terms of the canon. 
are “among barbarians” extend, according to Balsamon and Zonaras. 
much further afield: Balsamon, with small regard for historical verisi- 
militude, includes among them Alania and Rus’, “the Alans,” he 
asserts, “belonging to the Pontic diocese, the Russians to the Thra- 
cian; while Zonaras, who also holds that the Alans and the Russians 
pertain to this group, states, with only slightly more respect for geo 
graphy, that these two peoples are respectively “adjacent to” (7¥/ n 
retar) the diocese of Pontus and the diocese of Thrace.!'^ One may 
doubt whether the legalistic fiction that Rus’ formed part of the di 
cese of Thrace was taken very seriously by church circles in twel i 
century Byzantium, but Balsamon's exegesis provides curious Es 5 
of the casuistry to which contemporary canonists were forced (0 ' ople 
in order to justify the right claimed by the Patriarch of Constantini 
to consecrate the metropolitans of Rus. —— | rules 
Imperial legislation offers little material on the gener oer, 
governing the appointment of metropolitans. It is significant. 
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which shows that metropolitans could be on 
triarch or “by their own Synod. i (i.e. Lens 
íi f their ecclesiastical province),!!! and it is noteworthy 
: d into the Basilica. ''? On the other hand, the 

JL CAp Lt or more precisely the promotion of 
tus, was a traditional prerogative of 
y founded on the twelfth and the 

" EN non of the Council of Chalcedon.!'^ reaffirmed in an 


ied in 1087 by Alexius Comnenus, reiterated in the 
edict issu y 

th-century Syntagma o l i equ y 
e to in the Macedonian and Comnenian periods.!!^ This is rea 


licving that the emperors often exerted considerable 
m ie Heer ot metropolitans, especially in the twelfth cen- 
tury, when many of the patriarchs appear to have submitted rather 
easily to Imperial control.!!? y 
One is forced to the conclusion that the practice prevailing in the 
Byzantine Church in the eleventh and twelfth centuries with regard to 
the election of metropolitans contravened the intention, if not the let- 
ter, of canon law on at least one essential point. Canon law stipulated 
that a metropolitan was normally to be “appointed” (i.e. both elected 
and consecrated) by the bishops of his ecclesiastical province, with the 
assistance of bishops from neighboring districts; while in the case of 
appointments to sees situated in Pontus, Asia, and Thrace, the Patri- 
Rene had the right to consecrate the candidates who 
n eae “in the customary manner” by the provincial bishops. 
BENE Ner as a result of the centralizing policy of the 
fered from jh the electoral powers had by this time been trans- 
in E council of local bishops to the patriarchal synod in 
i adhi one ivónuoDca, composed of metropolitans 
Patri oer onl the patriarch, of the higher ranks of the 
ty ten reais t and of Imperial representatives.!!* It was this 
Whom the aes candidates for the vacant metropolitan see, of 
“NOnical prescripti chose and consecrated one.!9 However, the old 
tical 5 OUS which gainsaid the current policy of ecclesias- 
‘hat Imperial lepio) never abrogated; and it is curious to observe 
Which Were included e embodied in the clauses of Justinian’s novels 
Basilica, similarly recognized the rights of 
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the local authorities: bishops, it stipulated, we 

the clergy and by the civil authorities of the cis e i 

m cases, could be consecrated by the Pew 

CU SU cUm Suppose that, however much th 

E De Empire's civil law were discountenanced eus De 

pis rictness (dKpíficia) in the interpretation of Mies 
emperors of Byzantium, who were recogi LAE 


d n nized as havi in 

fats ieu in the appointment of metropolitans, GN mE 
ns of diplomacy demanded it impose on their Perusii en sd 
moder- 


ate and conciliatory policy towards iti 
be allowed à voice in the Sie of iue o iip ier 
dance sie the principle of ofxovoyia. Pe aoe 
. We must now consider, i i 1 
the Russians ever claimed, on the eds oe MS 
Sieben d z canon law, the right to 
le 1 metropolitan, and, if so, whether in the period 
setae they succeeded in so doing. rebas 
8 i z 
ts ree Canon and the canons of the church councils 
NER piscopal appointments were certainly known in Rus’ in 
n evan period, and were included in the Slavonic translations of 
ie Byzantine Nomocanons," notably of the Nomocanon XIV titulo- 
Cuin earliest extant Russian manuscript of which was copied in 
e s century.! The sixth canon of the Council of 
lica, e twenty-eighth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, 
Mugen to the appointment of metropolitans, are likewise cited in it.” 
q ne Russian Kormchaya also contains the clauses of Justinian's 
an 137th novels prescribing the election of three candidates for 
a vacant bishopric or, if need be, of two or even one, by “the clergy 
and the leading citizens of the city.”!22 í 
eotea is no doubt that, on a number of occasions, the Russians 
s s the right, not only to elect their own metropolitan, but also 
o have him consecrated by the Russian bishops, and that they based 
this right on their interpretation of canon law. The most unequivocal 
evidence of this is found in the sources of the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries. About 1378 the Russian archimandrite Michael, renouncing 
his original intention of going to Constantinople in order to be conse 
crated metropolitan of Russia by the Patriarch, is said to bav 
observed to his sovereign, the Grand Duke of Moscow, that such à 
journey was unnecessary, because he could be consecrated by Russia 
bishops by virtue of the Apostolic Canon which decreed that a bishop 
‘was to be ordained by two or three bishops.!2 In 1415 the Orthodox 
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uchy of Lithuania, in a forma statement 
bishops. ue ae qund and consecrated Gregory Tsamblak as 
ing that d —an act performed against the express orders of 
un OF ‘Constantinople—attempted to justify their behavior 
ee Sire same Apostolic Canon: *Two or three bishops," 
“consecrate à metropolitan.”!* In 1441 Basil H, 
Moscow, in a letter to the Patriarch complaining of 
re who had been rejected by the Rus- 
5 his Unionist behavior at the Council of Florence, 
re ica of Constantinople to send him a written 
horiztion to have the next metropolitan of Russia elected and 
consecrated in Russia by the Russian bishops, "according to the 
sacred canons," and with reference to "the holy and divine Greek can- 
ons."!3 Eleven years later, writing to the Emperor Constantine XI to 
inform him that the Russian bishops had, without permission from 
Constantinople, elected and consecrated a native candidate as metro- 
politan, Basil II justified this action by appealing to the canons of the 
apostles and of the Church councils." Finally, the candidate so 
elected, the Metropolitan Jonas, declared in an encyclical letter written 
in 1458-9 that the legality of his consecration was founded on the first 
Apostolic Canon, the fourth canon of the First Oecumenical Council, 
and on “many other canonical rules."!?7 
It will be observed that in all these cases the Russian authorities 
ps 1o have applied to the appointment of their own metropolitan 
B en of Byzantine canon law which regulated the appoint- 
ds tees i They can probably be cleared of the suspi- 
the Eastern mie Y in bad faith.'5 In the first place, the canon law of 
two electoral p da Hrenguized no fundamental difference between the 
i euni Er bishops and metropolitans were to be elected 
his endorsement to ‘ops, the right possessed by the patriarch of giving 
itan being in every as withholding it from, the election of a metropol- 
Metropolitan iste e analogous to the prerogatives granted to a 
seem that the A of an episcopal election.!? Futhermore, it 
Sould rightfully not claim made by the Russian bishops that they 
@Ppoint) their own only elect, but actually consecrate (i.e. formally 
ie Jus meanin, eR could find some justification in the 
eee to Which de several technical terms used in the canons. In 
canon law gave ee has just been made, the Russians asserted 
Postavienie, now the de in respect of the metropolitan, the right of 
Postavlenie (from the verb postavlyati) is 


the former m 


"s BYZANTIUM AND THE sj aye 


generally used in the Slavonic Nomocanon to translate cith 
two Greek words katáataciz and ye1potovia, which are the 
terms most commonly found in the canons relating to the 
ment of bishops and metropolitans: ý Katdotacic (from 
xabliaraatia) generally means the whole process of appointment to an 
ecclesiastical office, including the election (/] v/poz) and the consecra- 
tion (ý yetporovía, fj yepoðeaia) of the successful candidate: while the 
term yeiporovia, which, as we have seen, retained a measure of ambi- 
guity at least as late as the twelfth century, gradually shifted during 
the first six centuries of the Christian era its principal meaning from 
"election" to “consecration.” The ambiguity of the Russian term 
postavlenie is particularly apparent in the Slavonic version of the 
fourth canon of the First Oecumenical Council which was cited by the 
Russian Metropolitan Jonas in support of the contention that he had 
been canonically appointed, The Greek text of this canon reads: 
"Enakonov npoorne páñiota piv ind návrov trav £v tů énapyía raði- 
ataatar: ci dt dvazepie cin tò row, Ñ Órà karcncfyovaav dváyray jj 
O10 ju]koc dd00, t&ánavroc tpeic kni tò abtó evvayouévouc, ovuyýpav 
ywopiven Kai thy ánóvtwv kal gvvtiðeuévov oi ypaupiácov, tore civ 
jripovovíay moiciatar tà dt küpoc t&v yrvouévcov óíóoatat kah’ Ekáccnv 
inapylav tö juyoporoA frg?! In the Slavonic version the terms xabi- 
(taatar and yeiporovia are rendered by the verbal and nominal forms 
of the same root: by postavlenu byti and postavlenie respectively: 
while the term which refers to ratification given to the election by the 
metropolitan is translated as v/asr.!?? The twelfth-century Byzantine 
canonists, interpreting this canon, claimed that xafl(acacflar and po 
tovia refer here to the election of a bishop by other bishops, and that 
tò Kipoc means, in this context, not only the endorsement of the elec- 
tion, but also the consecration of the elected candidate by the metro- 
politan.!? This inference, dubious enough in Greek, cannot possibly 
be drawn from the Slavonic text of the canon: for postavlenie can 
signify either the whole process of appointment (including election and 
consecration) or simply consecration, but not election alone.'™ As for 
vlast’ dayati (rà kipoc didocbar), it cannot by any stretch of imagina- 
tion be taken to mean “to consecrate.” The usual Slavonic equivalent 
of rà KD pag was blagoslovenie (literally “the blessing”); and we may 
therefore conclude that the Russians, who assumed that the apponi 
metropolitan was essentially analogous to that of a simp? 
were sincerely convinced that they were acting in full confor 
: fourth canon of the First Oecumenical Council bY 
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the right to elect and to consecrate their own metropolitan 
seht of postavlenie). while admitting that, to be valid canonically, 
pee m required the patriarch's ratification (blagoslovenie). Thus 
these acts FAM y. in his above-mentioned letter to the Emperor 
Bele e XI. after justifying the election and consecration of the 
ein Jonas by the Russian bishops, declared: “Our Russian 
M requests and ‘seeks the blessing (blagoslovenie) of the holy, 
que oecumenical, catholic, and apostolic Church of Saint Sophia, 
som of God, is obedient to her in all things, . . . and our 
Hie the Lord Jonas, Metropolitan of Kiev and All Russia, likewise 
vests from her all manner of blessing (blagoslovenie) and union.” 
bs It is improbable that the Russians discovered only in the fourteenth 
century that their natural desire to have their metropolitan elected by 
their own bishops in Russia was in full accordance with canon law, 
and that even the right claimed by the patriarch to consecrate him Gf. 
he was not already in episcopal orders) rested on no firmer foundation 
than a casuistic interpretation of the twenty-eighth canon of the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon. It now remains to inquire whether the Russian 
authorities put forward the same claims in the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries, and, if so, how far these claims were recognized by the 
Byzantine Patriarchate. A further aim of this investigation will be to 
consider whether, in the absence of any proof that the agreement 
between the Empire and Rus’ concerning the nationality of the pri- 
mates of Kiev, attested by Gregoras, was concluded at any time 
between the late tenth and the early thirteenth century, the Russian 
authorities succeeded in this period in appointing native candidates to 
their own metropolitan see. These two aims are not necessarily identi- 
cal, for the candidates put forward by the Russian authorities might 
conceivably in certain cases have been of Byzantine nationality, and. 
Conversely, the patriarch of Constantinople may on occasion have 
selected a Russian as his nominee. But such cases, if they occurred at 
all, are not likely to have been frequent. It has been shown in the EN 
Part of this study that those metropolitans of Kiev who were appoint 
by the patriarch between 1237 and 1378 at the request of the Russian 
authorities were in fact of Russian nationality. Thus our two remaint lt 
Problems may best be approached by an attempt to ascertain ü 
nationality of as many as possible of the primates of Rus in the Kievan 
, and the circumstances in which they were appointed. em 
The difficulties of such an investigation have already been poin 
LO nationality of only three primates of Russia in the pre- 
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Mongol period is known with certainty: these are the Rus 
rion (1051-ca. 1054) and Clement (1147-55), and the Byz; 
(1224-33)."% The first two are the only metropolitans 
period whose appointment is described in any detail in contempora 
Russian sources; in most cases the documents either fail to record te 
accession of the primates, or confine themselves to a monotonous 
repetition of the formula “he came" (from Byzantium). Byzantine 
sources, with one possible exception,!3* do not so much as mention 
the appointment of any metropolitan of Russia in this period We 
must, therefore, in attempting to discover the nationality of other met- 
ropolitans of Kiev and the circumstances in which they were appointed, 
resort to the use of circumstantial evidence and later documents, 

Some of these primates may be considered, with some probability, 
to have been of Byzantine nationality. Thus the Metropolitan George, 
mentioned in the Russian Primary Chronicle under the years 1072 
and 1073, is said to have had doubts as to the sanctity of Boris and 
Gleb, the martyred sons of Vladimir 1. It is highly improbable that a 
native primate would have dissociated himself, even for a time, from 
the nation-wide cult of the country’s earliest canonized saints which 
had been spreading in Russia for several decades.' John II, who 
became metropolitan not later than 1077, and died in 1089, was in all 
probability the uncle of the celebrated Byzantine poet Theodore Pro- 
dromus.'*! Nicephorus I, who occupied the see of Kiev from 1104 to 
1121, can probably be regarded as a Byzantine on the grounds that 
one of his sermons opens with the following words: “Many homilies. 
my cherished and beloved children in Christ, ought I to preach to you 
with my tongue and to water your good earth, | mean your souls, 
with this water; but the gift of tongues, as the divine Paul would say. 
is not given to me, wherewith I might . . . carry out my commission, 
and for that reason I stand before you voiceless and am much silent. 
In spite of the rhetorical ambiguity of his language, we can probably 
conclude that the metropolitan, being ignorant of the Russian tongue. 
wrote his sermon in Greek, and had it translated and read out bY 
someone else. Finally, the Metropolitan John IV (1164-6), on evi 
dence which will be assessed later, can with some probability, in MY 
opinion, be considered a Byzantine.!? These, together with Theophy- 
lactus of Sebasteia, who in the opinion of some scholars ide 
appointed metropolitan of Russia in the reign of Basil II (976-1025). 
exhaust the list of the primates of the Russian Church in this pe' 
whose Byzantine origin seems probable. 
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Á nsider whether any evidence can be found to 

er r ber of other primates of Kiev in the pre- 
jew that a number of other pri he p 

suppor ds A were native Russians and, if so, whether the circum- 

Mongol Pe ich they were appointed suggest that their nomination 

ot an agreement between the Byzantine and the Russian 

It is the quasi-unanimous belief of modern historians that, 

"ter 1039 — the date at which the subordination of the Rus- 
at least QUA the See of Constantinople is first unequivocally 
sen e Pray Chronicle!’ — and until the Mongol invasion 
Jide century, all save two of the metropolitans of Kiev 
T P EE prelates, appointed, consecrated, and sent to Russia 
Me otn The two exceptions are Hilarion and Clement, 
Ard by the Russian authorities in 1051 and Ms cu 
The appointments of the two native primates, Hilarion and lement, 
are seen as exceptions which prove the rule, and as rebellious attempts 
of the Russian Church to shake off the tutelage of Byzantium. 

In my opinion these views are not warranted by the evidence, and 
there are grounds for believing that in the period under disc ion the 
Byzantine authorities agreed on a number of occasions to sanction the 
appointment of a native candidate, elected and perhaps even conse- 
crated in Russia. To support this submission it will first be necessary 
to reexamine the evidence on the appointments of Hilarion and 
Clement. 

Hilarion’s elevation to the see of Kiev is described in two contem- 
porary sources. The Primary Chronicle, in an entry dated 1051, states: 
“Yaroslav appointed (postavi) the Russian Hilarion as metropolitan in 
St. Sophia having assembled the bishops."'^^ The term postavi is here 
used by the chronicler in a somewhat loose sense: for the verb posta- 
vivati, as has been shown, served to render the terms xaffíaracfar and 
Jüpotovciv. V neither of which, in the meaning they then possessed, 
Would have been appropriate to the act of a secular ruler, in this case 
the Prince of Kiev Yaroslav. Yet the chronicler’s meaning seems clear 
fish Hilarion was chosen for the office of metropolitan by the 
cusan Sovereign, who then caused him to be formally elected and 

rated in the Cathedral of St. Sophia in Kiev by his bishops. à 
"Dealer contemporary evidence comes from Hilarion himself: his 
H ration of Faith” (/spovedanie Very) concludes with the words: 


4j P Ihe mercy of . . . God the monk and priest Hilarion, was by His 
oe and enthroned (svyashchen bykh i nastolovan) by the 
bishops in the great and God-protected city of Kiev, to be the 
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metropolitan in it . . . This occurred in the year 6559 [A.D. 1051], in 
the reign of the pious Prince (Kagan) Yaroslav." The verb svyatiti 
(from which the passive participle svyashchen is derived) is equivalent 
to ycipocovciv, while nastolovati corresponds exactly to éyKadidpucbar, 
a term used to signify the solemn installation (¢yxadidpvarc) of a newly 
appointed prelate. 

Scholars in recent years have generally asserted that, in causing 

Hilarion to be appointed, the Russian ruler Yaroslav was trying to 
assert his Church's independence from Constantinople.!5? Apart from 
the underlying assumption that the Byzantine authorities were in no 
circumstances prepared in this period to countenance the appointment of 
a native metropolitan of Kiev—the accuracy of which has been ques- 
tioned above — this view seems to rest largely on the fact that Hila- 
rion's election was preceded by a war between Russia and the Empire. 
This war broke out in 1043, was decided by a fierce naval encounter in 
the Bosphorus in which the Russians were defeated, and ended in the 
same year.!5! The suggestion that Hilarion was appointed as a result 
of these hostilities was already made in the sixteenth-century Russian 
Nikon Chronicle. '? Yet this view is not supported by the evidence. In 
the first place, peace was restored between Byzantium and Russia in 
1046, and, probably at the same time, a treaty was concluded, by the 
terms of which Vsevolod, the son of Yaroslav of Kiev, was to marry a 
close relative, probably the daughter, of the Emperor Constantine IX 
Monomachus; the child of this marriage, the future prince of Kiev 
Vladimir Monomakh, was born in 1053./5 It is unlikely that the 
friendly relations between the dynasties and governments of Byzantium 
and Kiev, restored by this marriage, were broken before 1051, the year 
of Hilarion’s appointment; and supporting evidence of relations be- 
tween the two countries in that same year is provided by the Nikon 
Chronicle, which tells of the arrival in Russia from Constantinople, in 
1051, of three experts on church singing together with their families, 
who were to instruct the Russians in the Byzantine chant.!5* 

Further grounds can be found for the view that Hilarion’s ap- 
pointment was neither preceded nor followed by a rift between Kiev 
and Byzantium. Referring to this event, the Primary Chronicle observes: 
“God inspired the prince, and he appointed him metropolitan”! — a 
significant comment, if the deference generally shown by the compilers 
of this document for the Byzantine Church is borne in mind. The 
Nikon Chronicle is even more explicit: “Yaroslav,” it tells us, “took 
‘counsel with his Russian bishops, and they judged according to the 
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sacred canon and the apostolic commandment as follows: the first 
canon of the holy Apostles [rules]: let two or three bishops consecrate a 
bishop; and in conformity with this sacred canon and commandment of 
the divine apostles, the Russian bishops, having assembled, consecrated 
(postavisha) Hilarion, a Russian, metropolitan of Kiev and of the 
whole Russian land, neither severing themselves from the Orthodox 
Patriarchs and from the piety of the Greek religion, nor disdaining to 
be consecrated (postavlyatisya) by them.”!% It is possible, of course, 
that the sixteenth-century chronicler was merely attempting in this 
passage to justify the action of Yaroslav and of the eleventh-century 
Russian bishops in gratuitously ascribing to them this appeal to the 
first Apostolic Canon, by analogy with the arguments used by the 
Russians in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries to justify the conse- 
cration of the metropolitan by the local bishops. Yet the same 
Apostolic Canon was, as we shall see, invoked by the Russians in 
similar circumstances in the twelfth century, and there seems to be no 
valid reason for distrusting the chronicler’s statement that the Russian 
bishops in 1051 had no desire to sever their canonical dependence on 
the Byzantine Church, and that no such severance did in fact take place. 
The same view is expressed even more explicitly by the seventeenth- 
century Ukrainian chronicler Zacharias Kopystensky, who asserted in 
his Palinodiya — a compilation based upon an encyclopaedic, if at 
times uncritical, use of earlier sources—that Hilarion obtained “the 
blessing” (blagoslovenie) and the ratification (sr verzhenie) of his election 
from the Patriarch of Constantinople.'® à 
All this evidence strongly suggests, in my opinion, that the election 
and consecration of Hilarion in Kiev by the Russian bishops at the 
instigation of Prince Yaroslav were accepted as valid by the Patriarch 
of Constantinople, and were ratified by him. A supporting argument 
is provided by the fact that the later catalogues of the primates of 
Rus’, based on the official diptychs of the Church of Kiev, contain the 
name of Hilarion, whereas the Metropolitan Clement, who, as we 
Shall see, was appointed a century later in defiance of the Bree 
authorities and contrary to their wish, does not figure in them. 
. We do not know whether the Patriarchate of Constantinople Hue 
its approval to Hilarion’s appointment before or after the Pm 
ore, the concession granted to the Russian authorities md 
might perhaps be regarded as an outcome of the negotiations ge dn 
Byzantium and Kiev that followed the war of 1043 and which isco 
We have seen, to a political rapprochement between the two countries. 
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Next to the agreement that the son of the prince of Kiev was to marry 
a Byzantine princess, the permission given to the Russians to elect and 
consecrate their own metropolitan would have served the interests of 
the Empire’s foreign policy; to placate the Russians by these conces- 
sions, to prevent the recurrence of their attack of 1043, and to 
reconcile them to the spiritual jurisdiction of the Patriarch of 
Constantinople — these aims would have commended themselves to 
the diplomatists in the government and Church of Byzantium who 
favored the policy of olkovouía. On the other hand, it is not 
impossible that the Russian authorities, convinced that they were 
acting in conformity with canon law, requested the Patriarch to ratify 
Hilarion's consecration post factum. 

The appointment, nearly a century later, of the Russian monk 
Clement of Smolensk as metropolitan of Kiev is usually considered an 
event analogous to the consecration of Hilarion — that is, as a second, 
and equally unsuccessful, attempt by the Russians to shake off 
Byzantine ecclesiastical control. In my opinion, the two events differed 
radically in their nature, their causes, and their results. Clement was 
appointed by the Prince of Kiev Izyaslav II, and consecrated by an 
assembly of Russian bishops in July 1147, after the previous metropo- 
litan, Michael, had for unknown reasons laid the cathedral church of 
Kiev under an interdict and departed for Constantinople. Clement's 
consecration was preceded by a stormy discussion among the bishops 
as to whether this act was legal. A minority, led by Nifont, Bishop of 
Novgorod, and Manuel, Bishop of Smolensk, took the view that it 
was not, and refused to recognize Clement as their primate. The 
pirn Hypatian Chronicle, our principal contemporary source in 
borra the following account of this discussion: "The 
esed e ligov said: ‘I know that it is lawful for bishops, having 
d 4 FS bd pese à metropolitan.” The protests of 
nohis Toate as follows; “it is not in accordance with 
the Patriarch, but the Patriarch coi 
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that faced the Russian bishops in 1147. The majority party, doubtless 

briefed by Clement himself, a man of great learning and a recognized 

authority on ecclesiastical matters,’ based their view on canon law: 

bishops, they claimed, have the power to consecrate a metropolitan, It 

is generally thought that they were referring — albeit wrongly —to the 

first Apostolic Canon. This at least was the belief of the Lithuanian 

bishops in 1415, who misapplied this canon to the appointment of 
metropolitans, and quoted Clement’s consecration as a precedent 

justifying their own consecration of Gregory Tsamblak.' But it is 
possible that the bishop of Chernigov was also appealing to canon law 
in a wider sense; for the most searching study of the Nomocanon 
would have revealed no stronger argument against his contention that 

the Russian bishops were empowered to consecrate Clement than the 
twenty-eighth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, whose relevance to 
Rus’ was, to say the least, doubtful; while the same Nomocanon 

contained several clauses drawn from the sixth canon of the 

Council of Sardica and from Justinian’s 123rd novel — which could 

be interpreted to mean that an assembly of bishops had the right to 
consecrate a metropolitan.!6* 

The minority party, which denied the legitimacy of Clement's 
appointment, and which included such an expert canonist as Nifont of 
Novgorod,'® agreed with their opponents on one point: they found 
nothing abnormal or improper in the fact that Clement was a Russian 
and that he had been elected by the Russian bishops, at the instigation 
of the prince of Kiev. It is obvious from the text of the Hypatian 
Chronicle that they disapproved solely of the refusal, or inability, of 
the metropolitan-elect to obtain the patriarch's ratification (blagoslov- 
enie = tò kipoc) of his election; and they made it clear that such a 
ratification would confer immediate validity on the whole proceedings. 
These facts not only suggest that the method of Clement's election was 
recognized by the entire Russian episcopate as being in full agreement 
with the canonical rules of the Eastern Church; they also imply that 
the appointment of native metropolitans by the Russian auton 
Ape to the patriarch’s confirmation, was a practice not unknown al 
the time. 

This last conclusion is corroborated by evidence from is ee 
Pected and hitherto neglected source. The eighteenth-century AREE 
historian V.N. Tatishchev, who is known to have had access Me f Rus 
Val documents that have since perished, quotes in his du tione 
sia the words spoken by Izyaslav I of Kiev to the Russia 
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3 ^ ion. They are, if genuine, of considerable 
i pod eium of Russia,” the prince declared, “is 
impoead, and the Church is left without a shepherd and a spiritual 
head and governor; whom formerly the Grand Princes [of Russia] 
used to elect and send to Constantinople to be consecrated; and now 
itis in my power to elect [a metropolitan], but it is not possible to 
send him to the Patriarch in Constantinople on account of the current 
disturbances and abundant strife; moreover, owing to this method of 
consecrating metropolitans, great and unnecessary expense is incurred 
[by us]; and above all, through this authority held by the patriarch in 
Rus’, the Byzantine emperors seek to rule and command us, which is 
contrary to our honor and advantage. According to the canons of the 
holy Apostles and of the Oecumenical Councils, it is laid down that two 
or three bishops, having assembled, should consecrate one [bishop]. 
and there are more [than three] of you here; for this reason elect a 
worthy [candidate], and consecrate him metropolitan of Rus’.”! 

It must be admitted that the uncorroborated evidence of an 
eighteenth-century historian, who used sources which are no longer 
extant, may be dangerous to handle, and that Tatishchev's reliability 
in such cases is a matter on which Russian scholars have not always 
agreed. Yet his scholarly honesty and conscientiousness are generally 
acknowledged today, and few historians would now venture to suggest 
that he was ever guilty of fabricating evidence. In several cases, 
Tatishchev's previously unconfirmed statements were proved to be 
true by subsequently discovered documents, and present day scholars 
are coming more and more, whenever his evidence seems inherently 
credible, to rely on him as a primary source.!? In the present case, 
nis late be several Teasons for regarding Tatishchev's account 
scope tla y, in substance if not in form. In the first place, even if 

lowances for possible rhetorical embellishments, it is highly 


improbable that he invented thi : 
likely that here, as in his speech of Izyaslav. It is much more 


medieval source which 


Clement's appointment given b; i 
5 s y the Hypatian 
the d eic. we Shall easily observe that the latter is 
points confused, self Consistent, while the chronicle is on certain 
doctoring; this is oo and shows obvious signs of 
to expurgate the prince's indi e fact that the chronicler felt obliged 


lzyaslav's speech, et speech. Thirdly, the content of 
AS quoted by Tatishchey, accords well both with the 
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national policy of the prince of Kiev and with the political situation of 
the time: his blunt denunciation of the Byzantine Emperors interven- 
tion in the internal affairs of Russia is an obvious allusion to the efforts 
which the government of Manuel Comnenus was making at that very 
time to extend its influence in eastern Europe, and to draw its rulers 
into the net of Byzantine diplomacy. In his attempts to play off the 
different princes of Rus’ against each other, the Emperor was then 
supporting Yuri Dolgoruky of Suzdal against Izyaslav of Kiev.!® It is 
no wonder, therefore, that Izyaslav was anxious to shake off the embar- 
rassing tutelage of this powerful overlord of the Byzantine metropoli- 
tans of Kiev, and to ensure that the primate of the Russian Church 
should not act in his realm as an agent of Byzantine imperialism 

Izyaslav's assertion that in former times the princes of Kiev chose 
their own metropolitans, and sent them for consecration to Constan- 
tinople, might, in view of his hostility to Byzantium, be regarded as a 
piece of special pleading. Yet the Russian bishops seem to have taken 
their right to elect their own metropolitan, subject to the patriarch's 
confirmation, for granted, and certainly there is nothing in the sources 
to suggest that this right was a novelty at the time. The remarkable, and 
possibly novel, feature of the events of 1147 was the intention of the 
Prince of Kiev to dispense with the patriarch’s ratification. The open 
revolt of Izyaslav II and of the majority of the Russian episcopate 
against the See of Constantinople placed the Russian Church in a state 
of schism for eight years, at the end of which time communion was 
restored in circumstances which, for our present purpose, are highly 
instructive. * 

On Izyaslav's death at the end of 1154, his rival Yuri of Suzdal’, 
the ally of the Emperor Manuel Comnenus, became Prince of Kiev. 
One of Yuri's first acts was to depose Clement, thus restoring the 
authority of the Patriarch of Constantinople over the Russian Church. 
In 1156, a new metropolitan, Constantine I, appointed. by the 
patriarch, arrived in Russia from Constantinople." His origin and 
nationality are not mentioned in any contemporary source. TES 
however, tells us that Constantine had formerly been ees of 
Chernigov, and that, after Clement's deposition, he was elected by : = 
and several Russian bishops, and sent to Constantinople in Edd 3 
invested by the patriarch with the dignity of metropolitan o ra vals 

Constantine's career as metropolitan was brief. In 1158, a! ae xe 
death, the sons of Izyaslav II occupied Kiev. Personal Rer 
family loyalty alike prompted them to reinstate Clement, ant 
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tine abandoned his see, escaping to Chernigov. But, in their ecclesias. 
tical plans, the new masters of Kiev met with the stubborn Tesistance 
of their uncle Rostislav, whom they had invited to reign in Kiey, 
Rostislav flatly refused to accept Clement as metropolitan, “because,” 
he stated, “he did not receive the blessing from St. Sophia and from 
the Patriarch.” But the sons of Izyaslav declined to reinstate 
Constantine. In the long and acrimonious discussion that ensued 
between uncle and nephews, one of the latter, Mstislav, according to 
Tatishchev, argued that Clement had been lawfully appointed by his 
father and the Russian bishops, and stood in no need of the patriarch’s 
consecration; for the patriarch himself, he asserted, is chosen by the 
emperor and consecrated by bishops and metropolitans, his ecclesiasti- 
cal inferiors, “and is not sent anywhere to be consecrated.”'73 Eventually 
a compromise was reached, and it was decided to ask the patriarch to 
appoint another primate; this was the Metropolitan Theodore, who 
arrived from Constantinople in 1161. The Hypatian Chronicle notes 
his accession in terms which might be taken to imply that his 
candidature had been suggested to the patriarch by the Prince of Kiev: 
“Prince Rostislav,” it states, “had sent for him." 

The Metropolitan Theodore died about 1163. Meanwhile the 


blessing Says to you: ‘if yo i 
of St. i E you accept with love the 
envoy's speech NS. ad on There can be little doubt that the 
or perhaps a PY Rostislav’ reply which the chronicler, 
however, is cited by Tanchoher e, eed suppress. The reply, 
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nce replied: “This metropolitan [John IV]. fo 4 
Phor and the friendship which the ied ep Pe ce ae 
now accept, but if in the future the patriarch should, without A 
knowledge and decision and contrary to the canons of the holy 
Apostles, consecrate a metropolitan for Rus’, not only will I not 
accept him, but we will make a law for ever [prescribing] that [the 
metropolitans of Kiev] be elected and consecrated by the Russian 
bishops by order of the grand prince; ^" sia 

Historians have differed in their assessment of the historical value of 
Tatishchev’s evidence on this point. Some have dismissed Rostislav's 
speech as the product of Tatishcl antasy or misinformation, and 
have cast doubts on its authenticit Others have accepted it as a 
wholly, or substantially, true record."* The sceptics have, in my opin- 
ion, failed to produce a single convincing argument in favor of their 
view. Here again Tatishchev's testimony is not only inherently plausi- 
ble; it clarifies and completes the account given by the Hypatian 
Chronicle of the Byzantine embassy to Russia; this was probably iden- 
tical with the embassy sent by the Emperor to Kiev in 1165 which 
brought about a treaty between Manuel Comnenus and Rostislav, 
and which is described by Cinnamus.!? 

Rostislav's speech, which, I submit, should be accepted as genuine, 
at least in substance, sheds some additional light on the problem of 
appointments to the see of Kiev in the twelfth century. (a) In the first 
place, the Russian sovereign claimed that the patriarch had no right to 
consecrate a metropolitan of Kiev without his previous knowledge 
and consent, Now Rostislav, in matters of canon law, was not an 
irresponsible person; he had himself in the past refused to recognize 
Clement on the grounds that he had not obtained the patriarch’s con- 
firmation.!*? And if the Prince of Kiev considered himself entitled to 
exercise his right of “decision” in choosing a candidate and then 
requesting the patriarch to consecrate him, it is probable that some 
precedent existed on which this claim could be based — the same 
Precedent, in fact, as was invoked in 1147 by Lzyaslav. qs (b) 
Secondly, in threatening to promulgate a new law prescribing that 
metropolitans of Kiev should, in the future, be elected and consecrated 
in Rus’, presumably without reference to Byzantium, Ron 
Plied that he recognized that the patriarch still possessed the right to 
endorse or veto the election, and doubtless also to consecrate the 
elected candidate, a right so tactlessly questioned by Izyaslav M. ui 
Finally, his appeal to “the canons of the holy Apostles” is yet another 
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e canon law of the Eastern Church; its provisions on 
onl eee —laid down in the first Apostolic Canon and 
in other clauses of the Byzantine Nomocanon — were, as we have 
seen, from time to time invoked by the authorities of the Russian 
Church in support of the right they claimed to elect and consecrate 
their metropolitan. a & 

It is remarkable, furthermore, that the Byzantine authorities seem 
to have accepted, in practice if not in principle, Rostislav's first 
contention; for as soon as the Prince of Kiev agreed to recognize the 
new metropolitan nominated by the patriarch, a treaty was concluded 
between him and the Emperor Manuel. This treaty, as several scholars 
have pointed out, must have included an ecclesiastical settlement;'*? and 
it is surely significant that John IV's successor as metropolitan of Kiev, 
Constantine II, was, according to Tatishchev, a Russian bishop chosen 
by Rostislav, and sent by him to Constantinople where he was confirmed 
by the patriarch who dispatched him back to Russia in 1167.18 

The circumstances in which Hilarion and Clement were elected 
and consecrated metropolitans of Kiev can thus, if they are examined 
without preconceived notions, lead us to the following conclusions: 

(a) The elevation of Clement to the see of Kiev in 1147 was an 
event essentially different from Hilarion's appointment to the metro- 
politanate in 1051; the former act was performed in defiance of the 
Byzantine authorities, and led to a temporary schism between the 
Churches of Kiev and Constantinople; the latter act was sanctioned, 
either before or after the event, by the Byzantine Patriarch. 
ebd. BE ig mo the aftermath of Clement's appoint- 
aiino pn lana 5 n Hilarion’s consecration, be used as an 
Po tues iew th it all the primates of Russia between 1039 

le of the thirteenth century were, with these two excep- 
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e Patriarch of Constantinople or the Russian bi 

aa authorities, who at that time held the view m Meier 
consecrating metropolitans was the visible symbol of the patriarch’s 
spiritual jurisdiction over them, were naturally most reluctant to 
concede this right to the Russian bishops. Their acceptance of 
Hilarion's consecration 1n Kiev is the only well authenticated case 
prior to the fifteenth century when they may, in practice, have 
conceded this privilege. The Russians, on the other hand, seem, in this 
period, to have held conflicting opinions on whether their metropolitan 
could be consecrated by his own bishops. The majority appear to have 
recognized the claims of the Byzantine Patriarchate in the matter and to 
have believed that the rights of their own bishops were confined to 
electing the primate. However, the provisions of canon law on the 
appointment of bishops and metropolitans, which in several respects 
conflicted with the centralized administration of the medieval Byzantine 
Church, the ambiguity of the Slavonic term postavlenie which served to 
render both the Greek words Katdataaic and yelpotovia,'™ and the 
desire of their rulers to gain as much independence as possible from 
Byzantine control, contributed to the rise of another, and more 
nationalistic, current of opinion; the conflict between these two schools 
of thought goes far toward explaining the passionate discussions that 
arose in Russia over the legitimacy of Clement's consecration, as well as 
Prince Rostislavs angry appeal, when confronted with a Byzantine 
metropolitan unilaterally appointed by the patriarch, to “the canons of 
the holy Apostles.” 

Our investigation has also revealed some grounds for believing that, 
apart from Hilarion and Clement, several other metropolitans of Kiev 
in this period may have been selected by the Russian authorities: 
Constantine 1 (1156-8) and Constantine II (1167-7) were, according to 
the evidence of Tatishchev, candidates selected by the Princes Yuri 1 
and Rostislav I respectively, and sent to C onstantinople to receive the 
Patriarch's consecration or confirmation.’ It is quite possible that 
both were Russians by birth. Moreover, the Metropolitan Theodore 
(1161-ca, 1163) may perhaps also have been a candidate of i 
slav.'*& Two further metropolitans of the Kievan period were, im 
ing to Tatishchev, nominated by Russian rulers: Nicetas (1122-6), i 
claims, was sent as a bishop to Constantinople by the Prince geld 
Vladimir Monomakh, and was there appointed by the Patriarcl d 
Topolitan of Russia.!*? Tatishchev maintains that Nicetas, on his je E 
hey from Kiev to Byzantium in 1122, accompanied Viadimir’s gran 
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P an Imperial marriage. From 
oh casks ue an marry cris the son of the 
chee sap " cients in accordance with an agreement recently 
Emperor John Russia and the Empire. Several details supplied by 
ee Lae marriage, which supplement the evidence of other 
Saas tet Speed as reliable by modern historians,'** and 
reels to be no valid reason for rejecting his testimony on the 
metropolitan Nicetas. We may well have here a further example of an 
ecclesiastical concession made to the Russians by the Byzantine 
authorities within the framework of a wider political settlement. The 
other metropolitan on whom Tatishchev provides original information 
is Matthew (11220), who, he asserts, was appointed by the Grand 
Prince of Suzdal’, Vsevolod III.!9 E 

The list of metropolitans of Kiev nominated, on Tatishchev's evi- 
dence, by the Russian authorities could perhaps be extended by the 
addition of another name. In 1089, the Primary Chronicle tells us, 
Yanka, the daughter of Prince Vsevolod of Kiev, returning from Con- 
stantinople, *brought back [to Kiev] the Metropolitan John." Histori- 
ans have generally concluded from this text that this metropolitan, 
John III (1089-90), was chosen for his Russian post either by Yanka 
herself or by her father.9? 

This orum of the list of possible Russian nominees to the 
sec of Kiev in the eleventh, twelfth, and early thirteenth centuries relies 
heavily on the evidence of Tatishchev. His testimony has been doubted 
or impugned by reputable historians, and the highly critical attitude 
adopted by such scholars as E. Golubinsky toward his unconfirmed 
evidence on the nomination of several metropolitans of Kiev by the 
Russian authorities has tended to relegate it to the lumber-room of 
groundless hypotheses or preconceptions. This scepticism provides à 
strange contrast to the reliance that modern historians are increasingly 
placing on Tatishchev's evidence on other matters, evidence which has 
often been found to rest on medieval documents no longer extant. It 
would doubtless be rash to assume that every time Tatishchev asserts 
that a certain metropolitan was nominated by the Russian authorities, 
E Or Orsi wxssion st least, when his 
FEA a ATi aleea the evidence of an earlier source, it 
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ussian bishops, and of Rostislav I to the Byzantine , 
dem are not forgeries, must be regarded as uisa hae s 
to the subject under discussion. They show that at least in the middle 
of the twelfth century a tradition existed in the ruling circles of Iv 
that the metropolitans of Kiev could be, and were from time to time 
elected by the ecclesiastical and civil authorities of the country. ; 

One last piece of evidence can perhaps be adduced to support this 

view. In 1441 the Grand Duke of Moscow, Basil II, in a letter to the 
Patriarch of Constantinople, after reminding his correspondent of the 
circumstances of Russia's conversion to Christianity, made the follow- 
ing statement: "strengthened and confirmed by piety, the sons, grand- 
sons and great grandsons [of St. Vladimir] . . . received from time to 
time the most holy metropolitans in their country from the Imperial 
City [of Constantinople], sometimes a Greek, sometimes a Russian 
from their own land, consecrated by the most holy Oecumenical 
Patriarch.”'% It is possible, of course, that this alternation of Byzan- 
tine and native primates, so vividly described by the words “sometimes 
... sometimes” (ovogda. . .inogda), should be taken to refer to the 
regular succession of Greek and Russian metropolitans of Kiev, which 
we observed between 1237 and 1378. Yet the general terms in which 
Basil II’s statement is couched, and his mention of the immediate 
descendants of Vladimir I, seem to suggest that he was alluding to a 
tradition which was thought in his time to go back to the Kievan 
period. 


m 


The results of our inquiry must now be briefly summarized. It has 
been shown that the text of Nicephorus Gregoras which mentions the 
Russo-Byzantine agreement stipulating that the metropolitans of Kiev 
were to be appointed in accordance with the principle of alternate 
nationality—a text accidentally omitted from the Bonn edition of the 

letopía 'Poyuaixó, and consequently neglected by historians — 
deserves to be restored to its proper place in the thirty-sixth book of 
Gregoras’ work, and should be considered as a source providing fresh 
evidence on the ecclesiastical relations between the Empire and medie- 
Val Russia. The attempt to assess the reliability of this evidence has led 
Us to reconsider, within a somewhat wider framework, several aspects 
9f these relations between the early eleventh and the late fourteenth 
. Although no direct evidence has come to light to corrobo- 
Gregoras’ statement that a formal agreement concerning the 


Od 
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ionali i ja was actually concludi 
ality of the primates of Russia was ac cluded 
end authoris of Byzantium and Kiev, circumstantial evi- 
dence tends to support his testimony, especially in the period between 
1237 and 1378, when Byzantine and Russian prelates were appointed 


in turn with striking regularity to the metropolitan see of Kiev by the 


i inople. 
De ra Var observable alternation in the nationality of 
the metropolitans of Kiev in the earlier, pre-Mongol, period of Rus- 
sian history has led us to investigate in some detail the methods and 
machinery by which the primates of Rus were then appointed. This 
investigation has called in question two widely held assumptions: the 
belief that the patriarchs of Constantinople in the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries invariably insisted on selecting their own candidates for the 
see of Kiev, and the view that all the primates of the Russian Church 
in this period, with the exception of Hilarion and Clement, were By- 
zantine nominees of the patriarch, The evidence of contemporary 
sources, and in some cases of later authorities, notably the testimony of 
Tatishchev, suggests, in my opinion, that a number of metropolitans of 
Kiev in this period had, prior to their consecration or confirmation by 
the patriarch, been nominated in Russia by the local authorities of 
Church and State, and that the Byzantine Patriarchate, no doubt for 
reasons of expediency, accepted and tolerated this practice. 

We also considered the grounds, ecclesiastical and political, on 
which this practice was founded. The canon law of the Eastern 
Church, in its prescriptions concerned with the appointment of 
bishops and metropolitans, envisages the active participation of the 
local episcopate in the election and consecration of these dignitaries. 
Eyen the twenty-eighth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, which 
granted to the Patriarch of Constantinople the power to consecrate 
the metropolitans of certain specified ecclesiastical provinces — and 
which twelfth-century Byzantine canonists took, with some casuistry. 
to apply to Rus as well — stipulated that the metropolitans of those 
quce to be elected by the local bishops. However. by the 
PR ines were converted to Christianity, the growing central- 
Byzantine Church had caused the prerogative of electing 
tomtom transferred to the Patriarchal Synod in Constan- 
E D ye Patriarchate, in aec 
Meca of canon law, officially held that the 

land Church should, strictly speaking. be elected. 
nd consecrated in Constantinople — should be, in other 
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s. an dpyuepeds ix Bočavríov. The Russians, how 

Rud this view on a number of occasions — uH die eran 
of the eleventh, twelfth, fourteenth, and fifteenth pesce 
claimed the right to have their metropolitan elected and Bee 
py their own bishops, in accordance with their interpretation — Ses 

a forced one — of canon law. ien 

These conflicts between the Russian episcopate and the Byzanti 
patriarchate were further complicated by the intrusion of political fao 
tors and the intervention of the secular authorities. The princes of 
Kiev and Moscow, for all the deference most of them felt for the 
unique position occupied by the Byzantine emperor and patriarch in 
Orthodox Christendom, were naturally anxious to have a controlling 
influence on the selection of the primates of their Church; and some 
of them, notably in the twelfth century, are known to have chafed 
under the distant, but quite overt, hegemony of the Imperial overlord 
of their Byzantine metropolitans. The Byzantine emperors, for their 
part, regarded the metropolitans of Kiev as valuable diplomatic 
agents, capable of using their considerable moral and spiritual author- 
ity to ensure the docility and secure the alliance of the powerful Rus- 
sian realm; and alliance with Russia was for the Imperial government, 
so frequently faced in this period with military and economic crises, a 
prime necessity. 

And yet, just because Russia was a country whose military and 
economic resources commanded the respect of Byzantine statesmen, 
the emperors could not fail to realize that their aim of building up a 
favorable balance of power in the steppes and forests of eastern 
Europe could best be achieved by the use of tactful diplomacy. The 
most clear-sighted of them still knew the wisdom, which their prede- 
cessors had gained through long experience of negotiating and fight- 
ing with the barbarians, of acquiring useful allies and appeasing 
potential foes by timely concessions to their national susceptibilities. 
And, as the history of the Empire's relations with its northern neigh- 
bors, and particularly with the Balkan Slavs, so clearly illustrates, 
de Concessions were apt to include the granting to the satellite. states 
E "i measure of ecclesiastical self-government; the recognition by the 
Econ Basil II about 1020 of the autonomy of the Bulgarian 
yd whose primate, the archbishop of Ohrid, was to be conse- 
<i iho y his own suffragan bishops, the Emperor reserving for him- 

right of appointing or nominating him, is an outstanding and 
Contemporary example of this ecclesiastical diplomacy. It would be 
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rial authorities resided in Nicaea,!%” its existence, which the evi- 


x Imperial government had not been prepared to concede Im} i issi 
surprising if the jperial go privilege to the Russians, and to permit à oe cited above tends, in my submission, to confirm, may provide a 
a EN to nominate their own candidate for the further example of that genius for combining a program of Imperial 
them, from mony with a policy of concessions to the national aspirations of 


metropolitan see of Kiev. Such à concession would have been all the 
more justified, since Justinian's legislation on the appointment of bishops 
and metropolitans — which was included in the Nomocanon and in 
the Basilica — allowed the local authorities a leading part in the elec- 
«toral process, a clause of his 123rd novel even recognizing the right of 
the provincial bishops to consecrate their metropolitans, and since the 
appointment to vacant metropolitan sees was acknowledged in Byzan- 
tium to lie within the emperor's legitimate sphere of interest. 
The often competing interest of the four different parties con- 
cerned in the appointment of the metropolitan of Kiev —the Russian 
bishops, the Patriarch of Constantinople, the Russian princes, and the 
Byzantine Emperor — could, it seems, have been reconciled in the 
following manner: whenever the requirements of Imperial diplomacy 
demanded it, the Russians were allowed to select their own candidate; 
‘this choice, however, amounted simply to nomination, and was not 
considered by the authorities of the Byzantine Church to constitute a 
canonical election; the election — in this case a pure formality — was 
made by the Patriarchal Synod in Constantinople, the ovvodoc évór- 
Sane the candidate thus “elected” was consecrated by the 
t ‘if he already possessed episcopal orders, was formally 
i ned by him as the appointed metropolitan of Kiev. This 
, Which was resorted to during the appointment of the Rus- 
: Peter in 1308,55 and which the Byzantine Patriar- 
mmended to the local authorities of Anchialus and 
century,9* must have been employed 
- While satisfying the desire of the 
| candidate appointed, it enabled 
CERA to achieve a compromise 
rigidity (áxpíße1a) and a policy of 


ntium's satellites, which was displayed on so many occasions by 
the Church and Empire of East Rome.!9* 
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oi òt "Pon tie Opa). Zonaras, ibid.. col. 
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d won jj mà TOY pnapiotáriov zapiapyyy yp 

Mai oes iei e d 2 PASPIPIOV tinoto: 
upon: Nov. 123, cap. 3, ed. Zachariae v. Lingent SES 

To aic, lib. MI, tit, 1, cap. 10. ed. Heimbach, 1, p. 95; ed. Zepos, I, p. 119. 

and Leder, ll p. 800-1, 8056, Balsamon. in commenting on these two canons 
432-3, 499-53, argues that the emperor has the right to promote episcopal sec», 
by virtue of the authority. pep x him by God (col. 432); Zonaras, on the 
regards this practice uncanonical (ihid., col. 436). 
Sagat prim CRI Dilger, Reseven der Kalerurk under des ostrómlschen Reiches, 
Munich and Berlin, 1925), p. 37, no. 1140. 
Lipa genie Rhalles and Poules. irre VI. pp. 274-6. 

WCE, N. Skabalanovich, Vizantiiskoe gosudarsrvo i tverkov' v XI veke (St. Petersburg, 1884), Pp. 
269-70, 362. I. M: Hussey. Church and Learning in the Brzantine Empire (London, 1937) pp. 1513 
ACF, Hussey, op.cit. pp. 121. 133. 

Greens op. cit, p. 363: Hussey, op. cit. pp. 125-6; Metropolitan Makary, ioris; 
uskor terki, I. pp: 1-2. n. 1, 21418. J. Hajjar, “Le synode permanent dans l'église byzantine” 
Orientala Christiana Analecta, vol. 164 (1962), 

INC, supra, p. 132 
fedi E VN, Beneshevich, Drevine-slayanskaya Kormchava XIV titulov bez tolkovany, | 
ona 1906), The relevant canons on episcopal elections are printed on pp. 6284-5, 261. 269, 

MS 


- PU. pp. 24, 125-6. It is interesting to observe that the expression /» voi: flapf/apisoiz in the 
iwenty«ihth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, which the twelfth-century Byzantine canonists 
“extended to include Russia, was translated as "v pogan'skvikh" (“among pagans” 
Pid. pp. 764-6. 80. 
Itonavana Leropi sa, 1378: Polnoe Sobranie Russkikh Letopisey, XI. p. 37; Cf. Golubinsky. 


p. cit, Mi pp. 239-40. 
AKI. ormosvadichiesva k istorii Zapadnoy Rossi, 1 (St. Petersburg. 1846). no. 24, pp. 33-5. 
PR MS Petersburg. 1841), no. 39, pp. 71-5: Pamvatniki drevne-russkogo kanoni- 
4 ava, V: Russkaya Istoricheskava Bhlioreka. VI (1908). col, 530. 
a | ibid., no. 71, col. S83, This letter was never sent. 
cit. ML, d, pp. 487-8. 


HH col 2 Pamvarniki, no. RI, cols 622-3. 
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Byzantium, 

1s Callistus, implying promotion, would seem to favor the view of Honig- 

by ee. the more sceptical view of Nicephorus’ evidence held by M. V. 

Li raimootiosheniya Vizanti i Rusi pri Vladimire." Visamisky Vremennik, 7 [1953]. p. 
x y 


ued 
M ed Laurent. Cf 
Lachen 


219). 
InPover!' 


TAL? pe D TU accession see Golubinsky, ibid. p. 286. He is mentioned in the Primary’ 
For the dat 108K and 1089 (the last time on the occasion of his death): Povest’, pp. 136-7: 
Chronicle v v9, Theodore Prodromus wrote of himself: Maxon jap orpoipaya Hpodpone non - 
Cross PP. parr chvonanpivoy ~ TÀ "Porn: npácópov áffpov Lv. (Theodori Prodromi 
allen on Xp P.G., cxxxiii, col. 1412). V. G. Vasilievsky drew attention to the similiarity 
ipia Mic names Christos and Prodromos which Theodore's uncle must have borne (the first 
between Ur onal name, the second a family one), and the superscription “John, metropolitan of 
being à Peed the prophet of Christ" found in one of the writings of John It (Trudy; 1 [St 
Risse e. 1908). pp. 174-5). CF. Golubinsky, op. cit. 1 12. p. 266. n. 4 
TER bc conclusion. ‘drawn from Nicephorus" words by Golubinsky (ibid., pp. 858-9). The text 
of his sermon is printed in Metropolitan Makary's /storiya russkoy tserkvi, V^ pp. 349-52. Ignorance 
Grthe Russian language was, it seems, by no means uncommon among the Byzantine metropolitans 
af Kiev: an example cited in the fifteenth century shows that it could lead to curious results: Basil 11 
of Muscovy, in his letter to the Patriarch Metrophanes. supports his request that the Russians be 
r own metropolitan by the additional argument that the necessary discussion 
of state secrets with the metropolitan must take place, if he is a Greek, in the presence of interpre- 
ters, young men whose discretion cannot always be trusted and who thus endanger national secur- 
ity. CE note 125, 
ICE See below, pp. 146-8. 
WCF note 138. 
MCF note I. 
“Pavest. x a. 1051. p. 104: Cross, (p. 139) has mistranslated this passage. 
CF, Sec above, pp. 135-6. 
JThisis the interpretation given to the passage by the Metropolitan Makary (op. cit.. N2, p. 300). 
|" Pamyatniki drevne-russkogo kanonicheskogo prava. IM. 1. ed. V. N. Beneshevich: Russkaya Istori. 
sheskaya Bibioteka, xxxvi (1920), p. 103, 
"So, for instance. 


Südosr-Forschungen, XII (Munich, 
did the Russians attack Byzantium in 1043?”, Byzant.-neugriech. 


Const 
till more, in 1048, and that the final agreement was not concluded 
p )- This conclusion, however, is. in my opinion, supported by no 
Dilger (Regesten, n db view that the marriage agreement was reached in 1046 or 1047 see 
tnosheniya v xr xi Ue ^ no. 875) and V. Moshin ("Russkie na Afone i Russko-Viza 
Tired Vievolod of Ris a inoslavica, IX. 1947, pp. 74-5). That the Byzantine princess who 
Pt rmi sd the daughter. of Constantine IX is stated by the seventeenth-century 
rout sg ‘Le eee Frons |I, s.a. 1043 (St. Petersburg, 1843), p. 267. 
BEES O51; p. 105: Cross, p, ig 
Sobr. Rusk. Ler. Ix p h, 
umi] e PP. 134-5. 
cos. 1009. Cur Y zapadnoy Rusi, I: Russkaya Istoricheskaya Biblioteka, 1V, 
Dv) n le goes even further: Hilarion, it asserts, was appointed 
Y the Patriarch Michael Cerularius (Polnoe Sobr. Russk. Ler. 
ince his postavlenie (jj Katdataate, fj ycipotovía) was carried 
hich may be taken to refer loosely to the Patriarch's ratifica- 
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Pott? yox of the appointment 

ICC, for example: Novgorodskaya Pervaya Letopl’, ed. A. N. Nasonen A 
41X; Voskresemskaya Letapis': Polnoe Sobr. Russk. jf dg esu ete * 
M vie pu forward by the Metropolitan Makary op it 1. pp Dando ee 

^. V. M pp. 297-300), who suggest, right! o tion's cone ky (a 
Tanner MR rti. gest, rightly in my opinion, that Hilarion's appointment ve 

VHdpatievikaya Letopis', 1147: Polnoe Sobr. Russk. Let., V, p. 30. 

WCT, Sokolov, Russky arkhierey iz Vizantil, pp. 61-3. E 

"Cf. See above, pp. 134 

WCF. Sec above, pp. 131-5. 

WEF. Sokolov, pp. 67-K. 

winery Rossiiskaya, VY (Moscow, 1773), p. 301, 

"On the general value of Tatishchev's evidence. see V. S. Tkonnikov, Opyr russkoy istorio 
(Kiev, 1491). pp. 50, 117-9. 12411, 1 (1908), pp. 331: Russky Bografinesky ppa a aak 
Tay fa Heals 1912). pp. 932646: N. L, Rubinshiein. Russkaya isvoriograflya (Moscon 

pp. 77.9. 

WeThe confused state of the chronicle's account of Clement's election is noted by Golul 
vii. 1, 1. pp. 302-3) and by Sokolov (op. cit., p. 65). Me bellied 
WCF. Gi, Vernudsky, "Relations byzantino-russes au XII* siècle.” Byzantion. 4 (1927-8), pp. 269-76: 
Kievan Russia, pp. 217-8. 

Thlpatievskaya Letopls', s.a. 1156: PSRL. 1, pp. 79-0, 

VrTatishehev, Ioriva Rossiiskaya, WI. pp. 36. 98, 117. 

Wels Het 1 1159, ibid. p. KS; cf. Golubinsky, ibid. pp. 312-3. 

YTatishehev, op. cit, MH. pp. 117 

"HIpatievskaya Letopls', va. 1161: PSRL. Vl. p. 89. 

vrbi va; 1164. p. 92, 

Y'Tatishchev, op. cit, VL, p. 142, 

The sceptics in this matter include Golubinsky (op. cil. 1 V pp. 313-5). M. Hrushevsky (Ocherk 
duoril Kievskoy zemli ot smerti Yarostava do komsa XIV stoletiya |Kiev. 1891}, pp. 363-4: the earlier 
‘opinions of Russian historians are cited here), and Sokolov (op. cit.. pp. 122-3). 

Apart from the older historians, like the Metropolitan Makary and S. M. Soloviev. who regarded 
Rostislav’ speech ax genuine, more recent scholars such as F. Chalandon Jean 1 Comnène et Manuc! 
T" Comnine (Paris. 1912], p. 482). S. P. Shestakov ("Vizantiisky posol na Rus’ Manuil Komnen: 
Sbornik starey v ches’ D. A. Korsakova (Kuzan, 1913}, pp. 366-81. Dölger (Regesten. 1. p. 77) and 
Grümel (Les Regestes des Actes du Parriarcat de Constantinople. 1. 3. no. 1056. p. 118) state that ass 
‘result of these negotiations Rostislav accepted John IV. but on condition that in the future no 
metropolitan of Kiev was to be appointed by the patriarch without his consent. This view inpia 
positive assessment of Tatishchev's evidence. CT, M. Angold, The Byzantine Empire, 10 
(London, 1984), p. 176. 

"loannes Rims Histor: lib. V. cap. 12 (Bonn, 1836), pp. 235-6. 

ICT, See above, p. 146. 

WC. See above, pp. 143-4. 
HCH note 178, 


1950) pp. 163, 


ioned in the First 


‘elt. MI, pp. 151, 157. Constantine 11's arrival in Russia is menti 
4167, ed. Nasonov. p. 32. 
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 pyzantium. 
ded tempted to add two more names to this Ks (1) the Metropolitan Efrem. mentioned 
One right [eo ioniche s.a. 1089 (Povest. P. 137. Cross. p. 170). is said in a contemporary source to 
ine Primary C Tus consecration, a member of the household of Prince Izyaslav I of Kiev (Nestor's 
fave been. before P eniya v Moskovskom Istoricheskom Obshchestve, W [1858. |. 3. p. 75): this 
iu: Caen Y Russian, (2) According to the seventeenth-century Gustin Chronicle. 
i hav red metropolitan of Kiev in 1225, and was a Russian (Paor Sabr. Rusk 
Seruin Cyri was core er cases, however. are dubious. Efrem. though the Nikon Chronicle calls 
Le 1225, P ad of All Russia” (Polne Sobr. Rusk. Let.. IX. s.a. 1091. 1095. 1096, pp 
metropolian of Ki SI only the bishop of Percyaslasl and bore the honorary title of 
116, 125. 128). bas Jobinsky op. cit.. 1. 12. pp. 287. n. 2. 328-9. Sokolov. op. cit.. p. 53, As for Cyril 
ian: CI Gohin Pe Gustin Chronicle followed by the later catalogues of primates of 
M «in rapid succession of two metropolitans of that name: the first 
V ated in 1225; the second one, of unspecified origin. consecrated in 1230, We 
d unimpeachable sources tat between 1224 and 1235 the see of Kiev was 
M vzantine prelate sent from Nicaea (cf. supra. note 86). 
es Fin a Dea in 1096 the prince of Kiev. Svyatopolk I, chose Nicephorus, Bishop 
S Tattoo metropolitan and had him consecrated by the Russian bishops (op ci. 1 
Fo Dr DI) A Metropolitan Nicephorus is mentioned by the Nikon Chronicle sa. 1097 
35.18 pr. Russk Let. IX. p. 132) so that Tatishehev's evidence is not prima facie incredible 
(Poer i ha same year a Metropolitan Nicholas is mentioned in the Primary Chronicle (Povest, 
How. 174, Cross. p. 191). A confusion between the names Nicholas and Nicephorus is certainly 
within the bounds of possibility. 

"CI. note 125. 

Cf. See above, pp. 152-3. 

«CI. B. Granié. "Kirchenrechtliche Glossen zu den vom Kaiser Basileios II. dem autokephalen. 
Entistum von Achrida verlichenen Privilegien.” Byzantion, 12 (1937). pp. 395-415; Ostrogorsky. 
History, p. 276. note 1. 

"Cf. See above, pp. 118-19. 

CF, Sce above, pp. 123-24. 

WCF. See above, pp. 117-18. 

‘Some of the views expressed in this article were put forward in a tentative and preliminary 
manner in a paper read by the author at a symposium on “Byzantium and the Slavs” held at 
Dumbarton Oaks in April, 1952: also previously. in a shorter form, at the Eighth International 
Congress of Byzantine Studies at Palermo in 1951. A brief summary of this communication ("Le 
Patriarcal Byzantin et lex métropolies de Kiev") is printed in Ai dello VIII Congresso Internazionale 

(Studi Bizantini, I (Rome, 1953), pp. 437-8 [Studi Bizantini € Neoellenici, 71. 
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CHAPTER V 


BYZANTIUM AND RUSSIA IN THE 
LATE MIDDLE AGES* 


“Russia, as I have said earlier, is a highly populated country; the length 
and breadth of the land occupied by its inhabitants cannot at all easily 
be measured; the annual produce harvested from its crops is very large 
and varied; a considerable amount of silver is produced from there, 
mined in the country; and because that country is gripped by cold 
owing to its distance from the sun, nature, as you would expect, breeds 
a large number of thick-fleeced animals which are hunted and whose 
hides are exported by the local inhabitants to every other land and city, 
bringing them much gain. And in the neighboring ocean fishes are 
caught some of whose bones provide useful enjoyment for satraps and 
Princes and kings and for nearly all those who lead a refined life, and 
are distinguished men. I forbear to mention how much more abundant 
wealth the Russians obtain in addition by exporting these objects 
abroad." This description, written about 1355 in Constantinople by the 
Sd historian Nicephorus Gregoras, illustrates the interest which 
Ri Byzan tines retained, after four and a half centuries of trade with 
ieee the economic resources of the country, and particularly in 
Black Sus exported from the steppes and forests north of the 
SED Their trade relations with Russia, after a temporary eclipse 
E Mongol invasion and to the Latin conquest of Constantino- 

in the fourteenth century,? though the benefit they brought 
was reduced by the fact that the Black Sea trade was then 
the Genoese and the Venetians. However, food supplies 
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to Constantinople, and the ex; 
Venetians by the Tatars from 
Don, and the subsequent sie; 
colony of Kaffa in the Crime. 
and salted fish in the Byzanti 
Russian money was as nei 


pulsion in 1343 of the Ge 
the port of Tana near the Mur ue 
Be by the same Tatars of the Gen x 
a, resulted in an acute shortage of bran 
ine ies and other cities of the empire 
cessary to Byzantium as : 
rials. The authorities of Constantinople, faced with E ges SEES 
their state, reduced to pawning the Crown jewels and to usin te x 
and earthenware goblets at the feast of the emperor's donata 
1347,4 were now, for any extraordinary expense, wholly dependent 3 
foreign aid. In 1346 an earthquake seriously damaged the church of 
St Sophia. The ruler of Muscovy sent a large sum of money for the 
repair of the building. A further sum was sent in 1398 by the grand 
prince of Moscow, Basil 1, to the aid of Constantinople, blockaded at 
that time by the Turks; a donation intended, in the words of a contem- 
porary Russian chronicle, as “alms for those who are in such need and 
misery.” Each of these gifts was obtained through the good offices of 
the primate of the Russian Church who, as an appointee of the patri- 
arch of Constantinople and the representative of the emperor, was 
expected to promote both the ecclesiastical and the secular interests of 
the empire in Russia. A further contribution from the Russians was 
sought in 1400: the patriarch of Constantinople wrote to the primate, 
the Metropolitan Cyprian, urging him, “as a friend of the Byzantines” 
(ós qu.oppópotoc üvOponoc) to start another fund-raising campaign: 
he was to assure his Russian flock that it was more meritorious to 
contribute money for the defense of Constantinople than to build 
churches, to give alms to the poor, or to redeem prisoners: "for this 
holy City,” wrote the patriarch, “is the pride, the support, the sanctifica- 
tion, and the glory of Christians in the whole inhabited world.” 

It was not for economic reasons alone that the Byzantines became, 
in the second half of the fourteenth century, increasingly aware of the 
advantages to be derived from their relations with Russia. The military 
and political situation of Byzantium justified the gravest anxieties. The 
Ottoman Turks, established in Europe since the middle of the century. 
took no more than four decades to seize most of what fx 
Byzantine territory, conquer Bulgaria, and crush the resistance © a 
Serbian state. By the end of the century, except for its gamin 
the Peloponnese and a few islands in the Aegean, the empi? wog 
reduced to Constantinople, and the position of the capital, block“ 
by the Turks, seemed desperate. It was clear that only foreign 
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gyzantium ) 

ssive scale could save the dying empire. The emperors’ 
aid on à eral focused on obtaining help from the West: John V's 
ái (1369-71) failed to achieve anything; Manuel II's journey 
«< and London (1399-1403) was not more successful; and 
to Italy, Fan 
the Hungari 


uin at tl ein j 
A alles the Byzantine authorities could not fail to observe the 
searc! d 


h hat were taking place in the second half of the 
significan n the confines of eastern Europe. In the Russian 
Ah around 1300 had formed a congeries of petty principali- 
nds x lly independent of each other and subject to the formidable 
d ws e Golden Horde, two political structures had now 
sd. competing for the allegiance of the eastern Slavs: the grand 
duchy of Lithuania and the principality of Moscow. The territories of 
the former comprised most of western and south-western Russia, and, 
since about 1362, included the ancient Russian capital of Kiev; Mus- 
covy, still the smaller of the two, was claiming, with growing convic- 
tion and success, to embody the political and cultural traditions of 
Kievan Rus, a state with which Byzantium had enjoyed particularly 
close and mutually beneficial relations in the early Middle Ages. The 
Muscovite princes, thrifty, persistent and unscrupulous, pursuing at 
first a policy of abject submissiveness to the Golden Horde, had 
embarked, with the blessing of the Church and the support of their 
boyars, on the task of "gathering" the whole of eastern Russia under 
their sway. By the end of the fourteenth century the power of Mus- 
covy had greatly increased. Among the many causes of its eventual 
triumph over its rivals we may single out — next to the support con- 
uad given to its rulers by the Russian Church — the belief which 
E in Russia that the prince of Moscow was alone strong 
SPA TURAE up to the Tatars and to achieve one day the long- 
1380, when maon of the country. This faith acquired substance in 
on ds e Russian troops, commanded by Dimitri, prince of 
Contempo feated a large Tatar army at Kulikovo by the River Don. 
Misco, rary Russian sources hail this victory as a great triumph for 


Bn is fud for the Christian faith; and although from a short-term 
loscow was Kulikovo proved a Pyrrhic victory — two years later 
Prestige of ed by a Mongol vassal of Timur — its effect on the 


Be Was ac: Principality of Moscow, both inside and outside Rus- 
The Byzas and considerable. 


tine government was well aware of these changes which 


170 ; 
BYZANTIUM AND THE SLay 
"s 


were affecting the balance of power in the lands to the 
Black Sea, an area which, since the early Middle A; 
diplomatists had scrutinized with peculiar care* To 
ship and loyalty of the peoples who dwelt in 
cardinal principle of the empire's foreign poli 
the ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries, when Byzantine influence and 
prestige throughout eastern Europe were at their height; in th 
teenth and early fifteenth centuries, when Byzantium (was a E! four- 
rate power, fighting for its life, such a policy had become rase. 
tial than ever. It was also far more difficult to implement e 
Byzantines, however, still held two trump cards: the Biciation 
exerted by the city of Constantinople on the minds of the peoples of 
eastern Europe; and the unifying force of Orthodox Christianity, of 
which the Byzantines were regarded (at least until 1439) as the most 
authoritative exponents, and whose administrative centre and spiritual 
heart were in Constantinople. In the absence of a foreign policy based 
on power, the Byzantines were reduced in the fourteenth century to 
playing these cards as best they could. During the period between 
1350 and 1453, Byzantine foreign policy in eastern Europe was 
increasingly driven to rely on the good offices of the Church, whose 
supreme executive organ, the Oecumenical Patriarchate, in striking 
contrast to the versatile opportunism of the imperial government, was 
assuming the role of chief spokesman and instrument of the imperial 
traditions of East Rome. Hence, in practical terms, the authorities of 
Byzantium were faced with a double program of action: they ware 
impelled, on the one hand, to consolidate and extend the spiritual 
authority of the Oecumenical Patriarchate over the nations of eastern 
Europe; and, on the other, to ensure the loyalty of these same nations 
to Byzantium by making diplomatic concessions to their national ied 
ceptibilities; and this, particularly in the fourteenth CoB ae 
granting a measure of self-government to those churches outside 5 7 
empire which owed allegiance to the see of Constantinople. The aly 
that the empire’s foreign policy in eastern Europe was then primal d 
directed towards these two goals explains the dominant Vue [4 
ecclesiastical affairs — and to a large extent by ecclesiastical dip 
macy — in the history of Russo-Byzantine relations in the peri 
under review. à i 
The ecclesiastical relations between Byzantium Locas 
lands in the fourteenth century were mostly concerned with i 
bl of the jurisdiction, place of resid , and mi 


north of the 
ges, the imperial 
9 ensure the friend. 
this area had been a 
icy during its heyday in 
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p rimates of the Russian Church. Until the Mon- 
appointment us thirteenth century these dignitaries, who were 
gol invasions the patriarch of Constantinople, resided in Kiev. In 
appointed a the political eee of the don Bruni 

(00, o' sols, and the growing political asce cy 

b Kiev by the Metropolitan dw his residence to Vladimir, 
ort hea ee it sferred to Moscow. These successive moves 
whence i n ird de jure, and the primate of the Russian 
had as yet ae em the mid-fifteenth century his traditional title of 
(C sd f Kiev and of All Russia.” In practice, however, from 
Metropolen ith century the metropolitans increasingly identified 
je cien policies and aspirations of the princes of Moscow. 
ros natural that Moscow's rivals for the still contested political 
ony over Russia sought to deprive their opponent of the con- 
siderable moral and political advantages derived from the presence 
within the city walls of the chief bishop of the Russian Church. Their 
best hope lay in persuading the Byzantine authorities to set up sepa- 
rate metropolitanates in their respective territories. Throughout the 
fourteenth century Constantinople was bombarded with such requests 
—from the princes of Galicia, from the grand dukes of Lithuania and, 
in one case, from the king of Poland; these demands, usually backed 
by promises, threats or financial bribes, were often successful; and 
with bewildering and unedifying frequency the emperors and the 
patriarchs of Constantinople? set up in the fourteenth century separate 
metropolitanates for Galicia and for Lithuania, only to abolish them a 
me or years, later. The rise of these splinter churches signi- 
roa retreat of the Byzantine authorities before the political or eco- 
or dee of rulers who controlled portions of west Russian terri- 
made by the iiir abolitions represented as many concessions 
Muscovite Sides SOEUR and Church to the wishes of the 
cise through Tuscos who, for political reasons, were anxious to exer- 
communities Dile PUR an authority over the Russian 
Equation - oundaries of the Muscovite state. The 
emed by a sin, le p ed to see a united Russian Church gov- 
i te: tradition, administrative convenience, and a 


o i h 
a centrali serial Hn foreign secular pressures, caused them to favor 
this Solution n; and in the second half of the fourteenth century 


the wishes pie M the more acceptable to them, as it coincided with 
B du Stee rulers, whose power commanded increas- 
military and economic resources the empire in 
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its dire predicament so desperately needed. 

: The problem of the extent of the Russian metro; 
tion was bound up with the question of how, and by 
to be appointed. On this question the Byzantines. 
M strong, and often conflicting, views. : 
the metropolitans of Russia as valuable diplomati 
using their moral and spiritual authority ReGen. s 
Russian flock to the empire, were naturally anxious to bs Misi 
Over the appointment and consecration of these eatae Rir 
equally obvious reasons, the Muscovite sovereigns, while acce aS T. 
principle that their metropolitans were to be approved bd ES 2n 
crated by the patriarchs of Constantinople, wished to have as Eds 
influence as possible on their selection. These conflicting claims were 
fora long time resolved by compromise: from 1237 to 1378 Byzantine 
and Russian candidates were, with striking regularity, appointed in 
turn by the patriarchs to the metropolitan see of Kiev and All Russia. 
There are grounds for believing that this regular alternation was the 
result of a special agreement concluded between the Byzantine and the 
Russian authorities. The problems involved in the appointment of 
the metropolitans of Russia became the central issue in the diplomatic 
relations between Byzantium and Muscovy in the late Middle Ages. 
Its historical importance far transcends the level of the obscure and 
often discreditable manoeuvres ascribed to both parties in the docu- 
ments of the time. Behind these dubious operations, affecting their 
outcome or flowing from their cause, we can discern the diplomatic 
techniques employed by the Byzantine patriarchate and by the Musco- 
vite experts on foreign affairs; the conflict and alignment of different 
ecclesiastical programs within Byzantium and Russia; the changing 
pattern of power politics in eastern Europe; and — the most significant 
in the long run of these factors —the slow crystallization in Muscovy of 
a new attitude towards the Byzantine empire, an attitude closely linked 
with the development of post-medieval Russian nationalism. 

All these factors were already present in some degree in the dr- 
cumstances that attended the appointment in 1354 of the Russian 
bishop Alexius as metropolitan of Kiev and All Russia. The decree of 
the Synod of the Byzantine Church, signed by the Patriarch Philo- 
theus on 30th June of that year, states unequivocally that the Synod's 
decision to appoint Alexius was influenced by the wishes of “the great 
king" of Russia.!2 But it also claims that the appointment of a native 
to the metropolitanate of Russia is an unusual and dangerous steP- 
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itical and ecclesiastical situation in eastern Europe: in 1354, the 
political a” which the Ottomans established themselves on European 
AS ‘poli, and in which the Venetian ambassador to Constan- 
tinople informed his government that the Byzantines pana readily 
submit to any power that would save them from the Turks and the 
Genoese,? the East Roman government was not unnaturally disposed 
to lend à favorable ear to the demands of a friendly state from which 
at least economic assistance could be expected — the principality of 
Moscow and its “great king.” The patriarch, too, had his reasons for 
being conciliatory towards the Muscovite ruler. Philotheus consist- 
ently strove to consolidate the authority of the see of Constantinople 
over the nations of eastern Europe. The Balkan Slavonic churches 
were in 1354 slipping away from his control; the more reason for 
making sure of the continued loyalty of the Russians, the most 
numerous of the foreign proselytes of Byzantium. Yet this concession 
to the Russian demands must have been costly to the patriarch’s con- 
science: for it involved a betrayal of his conviction that the Church 
should not submit to any form of secular pressure. Philotheus was a 
leading member of the party of “zealots” in the Byzantine Church, 
who, in opposition to the “politicians” or “moderates,” insisted on the 
freedom of ecclesiastical appointments. The acceptance of a candi- 
date for a high ecclesiastical post in deference to the wishes of a secu- 
r ruler — and a foreign one at that —was a serious derogation of the 
amd of “strictness” in the application of canon law and a capitula- 
of “eco, ns opponents who, in accordance with the opposite principle 
nomy," believed that the Church in its relations with the secu- 
peas both at home and abroad, should not intransigently reject 
i mx and compromises. The painful dilemma in which Phi- 
treatment of Pet in 1354 no doubt accounts for his cavalier 
Appointment ral truth: for the Synod's bland assertion that the 
"by no ot a native Russian to the see of Kiev and All Russia 
Past 117 aati Customary” is contradicted by the fact that for the 
—three Russ; re had been — if Alexius himself is included in the 
Ussian and three Byzantine holders of this post.'> 
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"The Synod's resolve not to tolerate any more Russian metropoli. 
tans proved wholly ineffectual, for during the six years that elapsed 
after Alexius’ death in 1378, the patriarchate agreed on three different 
occasions to the appointment of a native primate.!6 Its inconstancy 
was further demonstrated by its failure to give adequate support to 
Alexius himself, who until 1361 had the greatest difficulty in maintain- 
ing his rights over Kiev against Olgerd, grand duke of Lithuania, and 
his nominee, Roman, whom the patriarch had appointed metropoli- 
tan of Lithuania in 1354. In 1373 the Patriarch Philotheus sent an 
envoy to Russia, to investigate the complaints received from the 
Lithuanian ruler about Alexius’ conduct. Two years later this patriar- 
chal envoy, Cyprian, was appointed by the patriarch metropolitan of 
Kiev and All Russia, with the proviso that the latter half of his title, 
which implied jurisdiction over the Muscovite Church, would become 
effective as soon as the accusations against Alexius could be substan- 
tiated, However, as we learn from a Byzantine source,!? the patriarch's 
commission of inquiry found these accusations devoid of substance, 
and was impressed by Alexius’ immense popularity in Muscovy. He 
was allowed to retain his authority over the Muscovite Church.!* 
These dubious manoeuvers were scarcely calculated to enhance the 
popularity of the emperor and patriarch in Muscovy. The Russians 
found it hard to forgive the humiliation which the Byzantine authori- 
ties had so unjustly imposed on the Metropolitan Alexius, who was 
not only a highly respected spiritual leader, but something of a 
national hero. The patriarch's decision to appoint Cyprian as primate 
of All Russia while the case of Alexius was still sub judice — taken in 
order to please the Lithuanian ruler — was, despite the fact that it was 
later rescinded, felt to be a bitter humiliation. The Byzantines them- 
selves were impressed by the “great tumult,” the “uproar,” and the 
“attitude of revolt” which this affair had provoked all over Russia.” 
And in 1378 Cyprian complained that as a result of these events the 
Muscovites “were abusing the Patriarch, the Emperor, and the Great 
Synod: they called the Patriarch a Lithuanian, and the Emperor too. 
and the most honourable Great Synod.” : 
But worse was to come. In 1379, a year after Alexius death. his 
suocessor-elect, the Russian cleric Michael (Mityai), chosen by the 
grand prince of Moscow and already accepted by the patriarch, set 
out from Moscow to Constantinople for his consecration. But as iie 
Russian ships sailed down the Bosphorus, a few miles from his dest 
nation, Michael suddenly died. His Russian escort, thoughtfully pro- 
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í i scow with blank charters adorned with his 
vided bY ie uen d Rh a considerable sum of money, used the 
seal and S! on te the name of one of their party, the Archimandrite 
form hat of the defunct Michael, and probably distributed the 
jmen, for that C PEE ls in Constantinople. With the help of these 
y in they persuaded the Patriarch Nilus to consecrate 
forged S Metrüpolitan of Kiev and Great Russia." This sordid and 
use li al for which the Russian envoys and the officials of 
disreputad atriarchate must bear joint responsibility; resulted in 
Us P eime confusion in the affairs of the Russian Church, 
“he jed for twelve years and ended with the acceptance by the 
NE Ed of Cyprian as metropolitan of Russia (1390). 
SS Micovité Prince Dimitri, who on these two occasions (in 
1375-6 and in 1379-80) found himself a victim of these machinations 
of Byzantine diplomacy, could hardly have been expected to entertain 
feelings of goodwill towards the authorities of C onstantinople, and 
especially towards the emperor, whose influence on the appointment 
of the metropolitans of Russia was usually only too apparent. It is, 
however, in the reign of Dimitri's son and successor, Basil I (1389- 
1425), that occurred the first recorded instance of a revolt by the Rus- 
sians, not indeed against the authority of the C onstantinopolitan 
Church, but against the claims of the Byzantine emperors to exercise a 
measure of direct jurisdiction over the whole Orthodox Christian 
world. In 13932 Antony IV, patriarch of Constantinople, sent a letter 
to Basil I of Moscow, rebuking him for having caused his metropoli- 
tan to omit the emperor's name from the commemorative diptychs of 
the Russian Church.? The patriarch reprimanded the Muscovite ruler 
for having expressed contempt for the emperor and having made dis- 
Paraging remarks about him. He took a particularly grave view of the 
e that the Russian sovereign had declared: *We have the Church, 
the not the emperor.” To acknowledge the authority over Russia of 
lake but not of the emperor is, as Antony points out, a con- 
Cien a e terms: for “it is not possible for Christians to have the 
es ahs not to have the empire. For Church and empire have a 
hie comi: nor is it possible for them to be separated 
quences of ms er.” And, in an attempt to save Basil I from the conse- 
“universal yi error, and in pursuance of his own duty as 
the fundamental of all Christians,” the patriarch solemnly reiterates 
emperor,” he Principle of Byzantine political philosophy: “The holy 
> ae writes, “is not as other rulers and governors of other 
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regions are... he is annointed with the 
oe v autokrator of the Romans 
These other rulers exercise a purely local a ity: 
is “the lord and master aE ihe, Sapo : 
emperor,” “the natural king,” whose laws and crt " 
in the whole world. His universal sovereignty is PUR ani 
liturgical commemoration of his name in the NE mue 
dom; and, as the patriarch's letter unequivocally im, ee ree 
ae of tad by discontinuing this practice ibia his e 
eliberately re ations "hristiar m 
VERAT jected the very foundations of Christian law and 

There are few documents which express wit 3 c 
ity the basic theory of the medieval pene, ae Id 
Antony's letter contains a classic exposition of the doctrine of ihe 
universal East Roman empire, ruled by the basileus, successor of Con- 
stantine and vicegerent of God, the natural and God-appointed master 
of the Oikoumene, supreme law-giver of Christendom, whose author- 
ity was held to extend, at least in a spiritual and “metapolitical” sense, 
over all Christian rulers and peoples. The fact that this uncompromis- 
ing profession of faith was made from the capital of a state that was 
facing political and military collapse, only emphasizes the astonishing 
strength and continuity of this political vision which pervades the 
entire history of the Byzantine body politic. “The doctrine of one 
oecumenical Emperor,” writes Professor Ostrogorsky, “had never been 
laid down more forcibly or with more fiery eloquence than in this 
letter which the Patriarch of Constantinople sent to Moscow from a 
city blockaded by the Turks." 

What significance should we attach to the refusal of the Muscovite 
sovereign to recognize, in the late fourteenth century, the universalist 
claims of the Byzantine emperor? This question can best be answered 
by considering how far, and in what sense, these claims were acknowl- 
edged in Russia before and after the reception of the patriarch's 
admonitory letter by Basil I. Direct evidence on this point is not 
abundant, and doubtless for good reason; the Russian rulers, however 
genuine their reverence for the city of Constantinople and its supreme 
authorities, were always careful to safeguard their own political pre- 
rogatives, and anxious, within the scope allowed them by their Mo 
gol overlords, to be seen to exercise their national sovereignty: gome 
indication of their attitude to the emperor of Byzantium has neverthe- 


less been preserved in the documents of the time. In the late thirteenth 
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- nth century, à Russian ruler is said to have borne the 
or early gn title of “steward of the Emperor's Household"? — a 
d ud Ss nition of the traditional right of the emperor to be- 
sign of his du n distinguished subjects or dependent princes; and 

Ain o have sent an envoy to Andronicus Il, who 


to the emperor “the reverent homage” of his Russian mas- 
con 


ticity o! s y su 
E y icit no more than the wishful thinking of the 
its sel 


ntine author who records the event. But it is not impossible that 
tine title was borne by at least one Russian ruler. The next 

m Eas comes from the mid-fourteenth century. In a letter 
Los in September 1347 to Symeon, the grand prince of Moscow, 
the Emperor John VI Cantacuzenus stated: “Yes, the Empire of the 
Romans, as well as the most holy Great Church of God is — as you 
yourself have written — the source of all piety and the teacher of law 
and sanctification."?* This statement clearly implies the existence of an 
earlier letter — not extant — written by the Russian sovereign to the 
emperor, in which he explicitly acknowledged the legislative authority 
of the basileus over Russia.» And in 1452, the year before the fall of 
Constantinople, the grand prince of Moscow, Basil Il, wrote to the 
last emperor of Byzantium, Constantine XI, in these terms: “You have 
received your great imperial sceptre, your patrimony, in order to con- 
firm all the Orthodox Christians of your realm and to render great 
assistance to our Russian dominion and to all our religion.” The 
idea that the emperor enjoys certain prerogatives in Russia is, though 
veiled in diplomatic language, clearly apparent in these two texts.?! 
ee authority was further emphasized in the Byzantine col- 
iud con and imperial law which enjoyed great authority in 
of ios] out the Middle Ages.? And the teachers and guardians 
ld be: ex Satins in Russia, the primates of the Russian Church, 
instil in thee x especially when they were Byzantine citizens, to 
Position in Eni vi awe-struck reverence for the emperor's supreme 
Pret the felicia pen lom. It would be quite misleading to try to inter- 
eae ween the emperor and the princes of Russia in 
distinction lieval Suzerainty and vassalage, or of the modern 
ti Smr sovereign and dependent states. The Byzantines 
Europe in tene imes thought of the Christian nations of eastern 
tionship to the E Roman administration, and described their rela- 
ONCE used to dei perial government with the help of technical terms 
gnate the status of the “foederati” and "socii populi 
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. in practice, the Russian soverei PASISEeS It is. certain 
except in EU alaiena aay eie never have tolerated, 
in the internal affairs of their principalities; EUR of the emperor 
to the basileus was something different m D hat their relationship 

giance to the khans of the Golden Horde who, beroena qeu alle- 
nA sibus acd cR Es Fota: ha; between 1240 and 
the same time it cannot be doubted that a dun 
to Christianity in the tenth century to the fall THEME ae 
the Russian authorities — with the sole recorded MESURE 
BF Rachie ack ecorded exception of Basil I 

vy —acknowledged, at least tacitly, th; i 
geo, ly, that the basileus was thi 
supreme head of th: b 
"ad e Christian commonwealth, that as such hi 

sessed by divine right a measure of jurisdiction over Russia B d S 
in the words of the Patriarch Antony, "it is not possible for Chri um 
to have the Church and not to have the empire.” The difficulty. A 
reconciling the national aspirations of the Russian sovereigns AS 
Mene Ages with their acceptance of the emperor's supremacy will 

rgely disappear if Russo-Byzantine connections are viewed not from 
the standpoint of modern inter-state relations, nor in terms - 
unhappily fashionable — of a struggle between Russian "nationalism" 
and Byzantine “imperialism,” but in the context of a supra-national 
community of Christian states — the Byzantine Oikoumene of which 
Constantinople was the centre and the whole of eastern and south- 
eastern Europe the domain. This community, as most Russians 
thought until 1453, was destined to foreshadow on earth the Heavenly 
Kingdom, until the last days and the coming of Antichrist.” 

We have no direct knowledge of the effect which the patriarch's 
letter had on Basil I. It seems likely that the emperor's name was 
restored before long to the diptychs of the Russian Church: for 
already in 1398 the Muscovite government sent a large sum of money 
to the Emperor Manuel Il for the defense of Constantinople. And 
the tone of profound res] with which, as we have seen, Basil Ts 

spect > s 
successor addressed the basileus a year before the fall of Constantin- 
ople strongly suggests that, so long as this city remained in Christian 
ome eacus never again revolted against the ordered hierarchy 

The preceding survey will have suggested that the attitude of the 
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orities in the second half of the four- 
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enth oen m from con g : D 
ee did not joie military needs of Constantinople: and Basil 
for the ar ae ture of bravado against the emperor's authority 


both his predecessors and his successor 
ie oecumeni 3 5 
"his emotio he Russian response to Lu aieo 
au action and repulsion, is traceable through the 
complex epe cis relations a the empire. The memories of 
cae by the Russians against Byzantium in the tenth cen- 
ss whose more vivid episodes were proudly recorded by Russian 
chroniclers, contributed to the rise of a national heroic tradition which 
left its mark on the countrys medieval literature; in the struggle for 
native metropolitans, which began in the eleventh century and reached 
its climax in the fourteenth, the Russians came to resent the insistence 
of the patriarchs on selecting their own candidates when they felt 
strong enough to do so, and to despise the ease with which, whenever 
the empire was weak, the Byzantine authorities yielded on this issue to 
Russian secular pressure or to the lure of Muscovite gold. And more 
generally, the superior skill of the Byzantine diplomatists, whose pol- 
Em Russia was aimed at securing military and economic 
(i HA oreina ihe loyalty of the Russians to the Church of 
Ce m A : eee io dne in the victims of this diplomatic 
“the Greeks" were dem Byzantine motives and a conviction that 
The aphorism “the Greeks ER and much too fond of money. 
day,” coined Pea taye, remained tricksters to the present 
century,® was no doubt f chronicler of the eleventh or early twelfth 
Russia, requently and pointedly quoted in medieval 
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Byzantine cultural influences, after a period of decline du 
Mongol invasions, were reviving in Russia; and the wor 
Byzantine painter Theophanes, who lived for some thirty 
Russia and produced his masterpieces in Novgorod ai e 
Moscow, shows how close was the connection betwi 
Russian painting and the Palaeologan art of Ci 
devotion of the Russians to the mother Church of Constantinople and 
to its patriarchs was, despite the frictions over primatial appointments. 
genuine and profound; and not once, at least until 1439, did they 
seriously entertain the idea of severing their canonical dependence on 
the see of Constantinople which went back to the early days of Rus- 
sian Christianity. For this loyalty there was indeed much justification, 
The Byzantine metropolitans of Russia were for the most part worthy 
and zealous men; the emperors and the patriarchs were often 
genuinely concerned to see the Christian faith flourish in Russia: and 
Russian monasticism, nurtured in the traditions of Constantinople 
and Mount Athos, was in the second half of the fourteenth century 
powerfully reviving under the leadership of St Sergius of the Monas- 
tery of the Holy Trinity and in close contact with the contemplative 
schools of Byzantine hesychasm.* But the prevailing attitude of the 
Russians towards Byzantium was not simply that of pupil to master: 
it was, in a sense, more simple and spontaneous, and is perhaps best 
epitomized in their reverence for the city of Constantinople, which, in 
their own language, they called Tsargrad, the Imperial City. In the 
eyes of the Russians — and indeed of all eastern Christendom — Con- 
stantinople was a holy city not only because, being the New Rome, it 
was the seat of the basileus and of his spiritual partner, the oecumeni- 
cal patriarch. The city's essential holiness lay in the supernatural forces 
abundantly present within its walls: the many relics of Christ's passion 
and of the saints; the numerous churches and monasteries, storehouses 
of prayer and famed shrines of Christendom; and above all the 
patronage of the city's heavenly protectors, the Divine Wisdom, whose 
temple was St Sophia, and the Mother of God, whose robe, preserved 
in the church of Blachernae, was venerated as the city’s Palladium." 
These visible signs of divine favour surrounded Constantinople in ue 
eyes of all eastern Christians with an aura of sanctity which could on 
be rivalled by the glory of Jerusalem: indeed Constantinople was ot s 
thought of as the New Jerusalem. The Russian pilgrims and Poe 
who visited the city in the late Middle Ages and whose writings ilie 
come down to us display, before the number of its relics and 
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pian ies, the same open-eyed wonder and religious 
auk their descriptions of the Holy Land;# more 
which they enm on the breath-taking beauty of the church of 
han one of them the loveliness of the liturgical chanting therein; and 
is and on m to catch an echo of that excitement with which 
occasionally ey Vladimir of Russia are said to have described to 
the envoys pr a public worship in St Sophia in the late tenth cen- 
their sovereign not whether we were in heaven or on earth: for on 
tury: “We eee ich beauty or splendour.” For the Russians of the 
earth there is no SU inople was indeed, as it was for its own citizens, 


a tanti! i " 
at Ae faith of the Christians” and “the city of the world’s 
pr 


von ion of Constantinople as the New Jerusalem was tarnished 
Pacis obscured in Russia as a result of the Council of Flor- 
és ee h marks a decisive turn in the relations between Muscovy 
ini. By dum The proclamation on 6th July 1439 of the union 
POT Greek and the Latin churches was an event of major 
importance for the whole of Christendom: but it was in Russia that its 
long-term effects were the most far-reaching and significant. A Rus- 
sian delegation, headed by Isidore, the Greek metropolitan of Kiev 
and All Russia, attended the sessions of the Council, and its two 
bishops, Isidore and Avraamy (Abraham) of Suzdal’, signed the 
Decree of Union. In March 1441 Isidore, now a cardinal and an apos- 
tolic legate, returned to Moscow. The Latin crucifix which he caused 
to be carried before him while entering the city, and his liturgical 
commemoration of Pope Eugenius IV in the cathedral of Moscow, 
exacerbated the Muscovites’ anger and resentment at their metropoli- 
tan’s behavior at the Council, which they regarded as a betrayal of the 
Orthodox faith. By order of the Grand Prince Basil Il, Isidore was 
deposed, arrested and imprisoned in a monastery; six months later he 
“caped abroad, perhaps with the connivance of the Russian govern- 
ni. Muscovy thus explicitly rejected the Union of Florence.” $ 

MURS course of the next twenty years a number of works dealing 
included Council of Florence were produced in Muscovy; they 
d a brief and artless travelogue by a member of the Russian 
Teport, ‘on to the Council; a slightly longer and far more informative 
cles; two included in several sixteenth-century Muscovite chroni- 
ive versions of an account of the Council and of its 
Muscovy by the monk Symeon, another member of the 
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against the. Latins and the Story anai 
Latin Council, a turgid and er e nl of the Eighth 
ship, which appeared in 1461 or 1462. bine 
: ies historical value of these writin 
of Florence is slight. These Muscovite pam ias 
special pleading is too crude, their usua Ree per 
cussions at Ferrara and Florence too deficient to make ie " ae 
use as independent sources on the Council itself. But their i is on 
tion of this. event gave rise to a historical myth which Sdn ol, 
and consistency in Russia during the decades that followed the Coun 
cil of Florence, and which, illustrating the changing Russian altitude 
to Byzantium, is highly germane to the subject of this essay. The prem- 
ises of this myth were simple in the extreme: the Greeks, by signing the 
Decree of Florence on terms imposed by the pope, betrayed the 
Orthodox faith, and the emperor and patriarch fell into heresy; the 
principal cause of this regrettable lapse was the Greeks’ fondness for 
money, for they had been shamelessly bribed by the pope; by contrast, 
the Orthodox faith is preserved untainted in Russia, thanks to the 
Muscovite sovereign Basil II, who exposed the traitor Isidore and con- 
firmed the true religion of his ancestors. The contrast between the 
tragic inconstancy of the Byzantines and the inspired faithfulness of 
the Russians is vividly drawn in the two following passages of the 
Selection: addressing the Emperor John VIII, the author exclaims: *O 
great sovereign Emperor! Why did you go to them [i.e. to the Latins]? 
How could you have entertained a good opinion of such people? 
What have you done? You have exchanged light for darkness; instead 
of Divine Religion you have accepted the Latin faith; instead of justice 
and truth you have embraced falsehood and error. You who formerly 
were a doer of pious works, how could you now have become a sower 
of tares of impiety? You who formerly were illumined by the light of 
the Heavenly Spirit, how could you now have clothed yourself in the 
darkness of unbelief?” And in the contrasting tones of exultation in 
which the author addresses “the divinely enlightened land of Russi ^ 
new and significant note is sounded: “It is right that you should rm 
in the universe illumined by the sun, together with a nation of the us 
Orthodox faith, having clothed yourself in the light of true religia 
resting under the divine protection of the many-splendored Em P 
Lord . . . under the sovereignty of . . . the pious Grand PP 
Vasilievich, divinely-crowned Orthodox Tsar of all Russia. nmi 
"The inversion of the former relationship between Byzantium 
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Russi sity of the coe r and even the imagery of e pie 
—to the H ions suggest that for the author 
m and imperial een cm ihe providential centre of 
jon. It should be iocur n 
; i ine years after the fall oi b 
P i Vim n S ps of Basil Il, at a time when Mus- 
A is A nnd an acute political crisis and a civil war that 
covy, having weather t of the second quarter of the fifteenth century, 
had lasted aee zie centralized, autocratic monarchy, which dur- 
yas fast evolving VERE was to impose its sovereignty over the 
ing he nen dum Ja and gain its final freedom from Mongol domi- 
i m : Banoo of Muscovite Russia, no longer on the 
um HIE Dyzsntine Oikoumene, but now the very centre and 
ru Orthodox Christendom, was later to form the starting 
Ri of the theory of Moscow the Third Rome.*! But the Muscovite 
ideologues of Basil II were not yet ready to draw the logical conclu- 
sions from their view of the Greek sell-out at Florence and from their 
belief in the historic destiny of their own nation. Hesitantly and 
ambiguously at first, they groped for new formulae to express the link 
they felt existed between the Byzantine betrayal of Orthodoxy and 
Muscovy's mission in the world: and it remains to consider how the 
Muscovites sought to determine their country's relationship to the 
pum the twelve years between Isidore’s expulsion from Rus- 
Lad of Constantinople in 1453. 
i To the Muscovites, who were consistently opposed to the idea of 
ee peon with the Latin Church, the acceptance of the 
severe. eae by the supreme authorities of Byzantium came as a 
Church of Co; our and a half centuries of unwavering loyalty to the 
eee nople had left them unprepared for the sudden 
tersely in [Ure go primate of the Russian Church expressed it so 
5 not the right Emperor is not the right one, and the Patriarch 
urgent need to n Their embarrassment was increased by the 
Question of the Fix a successor to Isidore; and so, once again, the 
for a white the Sense of the metropolitan of All Russia became 
nin. issue in the relations between Russia and 
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canonical relations with the Patriarch Metrophanes, on the grounds 
that by accepting the Union of Florence he had become a heretic, and 
proceed to elect a new primate; or they could take the latter action 
without rejecting the patriarch's jurisdiction, in the hope that the 
Byzantine authorities could eventually be induced to sanction the elec- 
tion; or else they could play for time, pretend to ignore the union 
between the Greek and Latin churches, and meanwhile seek permis- 
sion from Constantinople to elect and consecrate their metropolitan in 
Russia, hoping that the anti-unionist party in Byzantium, known to be 
on the ascendant, would soon triumph over the adherents of the Flo- 
rentine agreement. The first course of action was far too drastic and 
revolutionary for the conservative and law-abiding Muscovite church- 
men, and there is no evidence to suggest that the Russians in 1441 
seriously contemplated a move which would have cast them adrift 
from their mother Church. In fact they adopted the third, and later 
the second, course of action. In 1441 Basil II wrote a letter to the 
patriarch, saluting him as the supreme head of Orthodox Christen- 
dom, complaining of Isidore's treacherous behavior, and mentioning 
the fact that before his appointment as primate of Russia (1436), the 
Muscovite authorities had vainly attempted to persuade the emperor 
and patriarch to appoint as metropolitan the Russian Bishop lona 
(Jonas). Courteously and with curious diffidence, the Muscovite sov- 
ereign then proceeded to ask the patriarch, and through him the 
emperor, for a written authorization to have a metropolitan elected in 
Russia by a national council of bishops, tactfully avoiding any men- 
tion of his own candidate, Bishop lona, and stating the ostensible 
grounds for his request: the authority of canon law; the difficulties of 
the long journey between Moscow and Constantinople, made more 
hazardous still by the Mongol incursions into Russia and “the distur- 
bances and upheavals in the lands that lie near to ours" (perhaps a 
n allusion. to the parlous state of the Byzantine empire); 
ciae surprisingly — the fact that discussions of state secrets 
metropolitan must be held, if he is a Greek, in the presence of 
interpreters whose. discretion. cannot always be trusted and who thus 
endanger ational security. And Basi Il concludes his remarkably 
Tide ened argued letter by declaring his intention to main- 
donis ae relations which had always existed between Christian 
itual jurisdic e to continue to recognize the spif- 
patriarch.5* 


The fate of this letter is unknown; there is indeed no certainty that 
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t. For the next seven years Russia remained without a 
n il II these were difficult years: he had a civil war 
olitan. For Pes ral months in 1445 he was a prisoner of the 
; nd the ecclesiastical impasse was made in 
Tatars. Her i. e epic of bishops, convoked by 
Dess d Bishop Iona of Ryazan’ as metropolitan of All Russia. 
Balile as cast; lona’s election and consecration were a direct 
a ae Ji patriarch’s authority. It seems that the Russians, even 
Cane hour, were extremely perturbed by the consequences of 
ies wn audacity. An influential minority in Muscovy held that 
es appointment was uncanonical.* For more than three years the 
un authorities awaited the Byzantine reaction in anxious silence. 
Finally, in 1452 Basil II wrote a last letter to Constantinople, 
addressed to the new emperor, Constantine XI. It was as respectful in 
tone as his letter of 1441: indeed, he went as far as to acknowledge 
that the emperor possessed by virtue of his sacred office certain pre- 
rogatives in Russia. But, behind the now expert phraseology of 
Muscovite diplomacy, two new notes are sounded in this letter: self- 
justification for what, from the Russian as well as from the Byzantine 
point of view, was an act of ecclesiastical insubordination; and an 
allusion, veiled yet pointed, to the fact that a considerable section of 
Byzantine society remained strongly opposed to the government's 
acceptance of union with Rome.‘ “We beseech your Sacred Majesty 
not to think that what we have done we did out of arrogance, nor to 
blame us for not writing to your Sovereignty beforehand; we did this 
from dire necessity, not from pride or arrogance. In all things we hold 
1o the ancient Orthodox faith transmitted to us [from Byzantium], 
ima we shall continue to do . . . until the end of time. And our 
in Church , the holy metropolitanate of Russia, requests and 
e the blessing of the holy, divine, oecumenical, catholic, and apos- 
ins Church of St Sophia, the Wisdom of God, and is obedient to her 
lona, Mus according to the ancient faith; and our father, the Lord 
Same faith, likewise eee All Russia, in accordance with the 

li juests from her all manner of blessing an 

j = Gsm Ton the present recently-appeared disagreements.” : 
ing their RUN of the Russians to square the circle. by reconcil- 
3 a TY x ime Chueh of Consamtinon with their 
tendered lent on a unionist patriarch, was soon 
Mehmet eo by rapidly moving events. On 7th April, 1453, 
Siege to Constantinople, and on 29th May the city fell. 
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The Union of Florence collapsed with the Byzantine empire, and the 
Church of Constantinople reverted to Orthodoxy. Basil IPs letter 
remained unsent in the state archives of Muscovy. The theological 
obstacle to Russian ecclesiastical dependence on Constantinople had 
disappeared, only to be replaced by a political one, which in the eyes 
of the power-conscious Muscovite rulers proved the more insuperable 
of the two: the Church of Constantinople was now in the power of a 
Moslem state, and the patriarch received his investiture from the 
Ottoman sultan. And so the Russian Church retained the autono- 
mous status it had acquired de facto in 1448, a status which in 1589, 
by common consent of the other Orthodox churches, was converted 
to that of an autocephalous patriarchate. 

Thus at the end of our story, in the final chapter of the history of 
Russo-Byzantine relations, there comes to light, in the Russian atti- 
tude to Byzantium, the same polarity, the same ambiguous blend of 
attraction and repulsion, which we discerned in the earlier phases of 
this relationship. A distrust of Byzantine diplomacy and an abhor- 
rence of its works —yet an open-hearted and probably disinterested 
desire to come to the aid of the holy city of Constantinople; resent- 
ment of the emperor's endeavors to control too closely the affairs of 
the Russian Church — yet a willingness to acknowledge his occu- 
menical authority, and so his prerogatives in Russia; a dogged and 
umbrageous striving for political self-determination — yet a perpetual 
longing for the fruits of Byzantine civilization; scandalized horror at 
the readiness of the Byzantine authorities to barter the Orthodox faith 
for the empire's security at the Council of Florence — yet an equally 
strong reluctance to sever the canonical dependence of their Church 
seii id Constantinople: the two panels of the diptych 

medieval Russia's i of i ised in 

side i image of Byzantium seem to be poised 
En eu ney For the Russian view of Byzan- 
" mm century no longer part of a fixed and incon- 
[isch reality: it was being subverted and refashioned by 
l e Mg nion consciousness of the Muscovites and 
of these violent shocks administered from the outside world; two 
sien s had a traumatic impact on Russia: they were pro- 
eee tree of Florence and the fall of Constantinople; their 
whose 


= 


effect of the Council of Florence was, we have 
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Byzantiul 
one of alarm and consternation; and only gradually did the idea 
Lacie ound in some official circles in Muscovy that the Byzantines, 
n got th the Latins, had forfeited their right to be regarded as 
M un of Christendom. As for the fall of Constantinople, it had 
Be us minds of the Muscovites an impact even more powerful; and 
x emm reaction to this event was marked by the old and now 
pam ambivalence. The more sententious of the Muscovite ideo- 
logues proclaimed that the fall of Byzantium was God's punishment 
for the Greek betrayal of Orthodoxy at Florence, a view which was 
then fairly current in the eastern Christian world, and indeed among 
the Greeks themselves.’ The first to expound it in Russia was the 
Metropolitan lona, in these words from a letter he wrote in 1458 or 
1459: “As long as its people adhered to Orthodoxy, the Imperial City 
suffered no ill; but when the city turned away from Orthodoxy, you 
know yourselves, my sons, how much it endured." And in another 
letter, written in 1460, the metropolitan was more explicit still: refer- 
ring to “God’s punishment" meted out to Constantinople for its rejec- 
tion of Orthodoxy, he quotes the words of St Paul: “If any man defile 
the temple of God, him shall God destroy" (I Cor. III, 17).9! 

But the spontaneous Russian response to the fall of Constantino- 
ple did not wholly accord with this factitious, meta-historical theory 
which seems to have been propagated in ecclesiastical circles close to 
the Muscovite court. There is reason to believe that the feelings first 
aroused in Russia by the events of 29th May, 1453, were those of 
horror and pity. The destruction of the Christian empire, the end of a 
thousand years of history, the desecration of St Sophia, the sufferings 
now endured by the Byzantines — these events, whose magnitude it 
was difficult to comprehend, invited comparison with the greatest 
calamities of human history and suggested that the end of the world 
was near. Soon after the fall of Constantinople, a Byzantine writer, 
John Eugenicus, wrote a lament “on the capture of the Great City." 
Translated into Russian not later than 1468, it became part of Mus- 
covite literature, and can thus be held to reflect a common attitude of 
Greeks and Russians to the fall of Byzantium. With impassioned 
Aes and moving despair the author mourns *the glorious and 
much longed-for City, the mainstay of our race, the splendour of the 

bited world,” the church of St Sophia, "that heaven on earth, that 
Second paradise,” the schools and libraries now destroyed, and the 
now m of Byzantium, “the holy nation,” “the people of the universe,” 

iven from their homes and scattered like leaves in autumn; the 
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Mother of God, age-long guardian of Constantinople, has now, he 
says, deserted Her city; and stunned by the magnitude of these disas- 
ters, the author can find no analogies save in the great catastrophes of 
mankind: the destruction of Jerusalem, Christ's death on the cross, 
and the last days of the world." à 
Side by side, not always or necessarily in conflict, these two reac- 
tions to the fall of Byzantium, the nationalistic and the apocalyptic, 
are traceable through Muscovite literature of the late fifteenth and 
early sixteenth centuries. The latter reaction left traces in an account 
of the siege of Constantinople by Nestor-Iskender, a Russian conscript 
in the Turkish army who took part in the capture of the city; and in 
an early sixteenth-century historical compendium, the Chronograph 
of 1512. The former, nationalistic, interpretation became one of the 
‘elements in the tradition glorifying Moscow as the Third Rome, 
which was given substance and form in the sixteenth-century writings 
of Philotheus of Pskov. Gradually, as the spiritual and emotional 
shock caused by the fall of Constantinople wore off, and the Musco- 
vites became increasingly conscious of their own national heritage, this 
interpretation carried the day, and in the sixteenth century there were 
few Russians left mM Hem the self-contained, self-satisfied, and 
power-conscious world luscovite nationalism, could still look 
back cet nostalgia j the oecumenical traditions and European 
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CHAPTER VI 


MODERN RUSSIAN ATTITUDES TO BYZANTIUM* 


In marked contrast to the peoples of Western Europe, the Russians 
inherited from their medieval ancestors a variety of attitudes towards 
tium. This inherited tradition was compounded of several ele- 
ments. It was based, at least in the case of the educated classes, on a 
considerable body of historical knowledge, derived in part from the 
excerpts from the works of Byzantine historians — notably John Mala- 
las, George Hamartolos, John Zonaras and Constantine Manasses — 
which had been incorporated, in Slavonic translations, into medieval 
Russian chronicles.! It implied the view that the history of Byzantium 
had a special relevance to the destinies of the Russian people, a rele- 
vance illustrated by the fact that the dated section of the Russian Prim- 
ary Chronicle opens and closes with an event of Byzantine history: the 
accession of Michael III and the death of Alexius Comnenus? And 
above all it was distinguished by a set of value-judgments, in which the 
intellectual and emotional attitudes of the medieval Russians towards 
the Byzantine Empire are most clearly revealed: on the one hand, a 
2 loyalty and devotion to Byzantium which had given the 
e iss religion and much of their medieval culture, and to Tsar- 
iti perial capital, which for them, no less than for its own 
city of say as “the eye of the faith of the Christians,” and “the 
k ve desire”; on the other hand, a certain distrust of the 
couple a suspicion of the motives of their Imperial diplomacy, 
vuPled after the Council of Florence with the belief held by some 
Spiritual ideologues that the Greeks had forfeited their right to the 
adership of Christendom, and that the providential center of 

; faith had now been transferred to Moscow, the Third 


der. 
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This emotional polarity in the Russian attitu yzanti 
ambiguous blend of attraction and repulsion, E mem es 
and, in altered circumstances and different forms, is dien oe 
views expressed by Russian statesmen, ecclesiastics, philosophi EE 
historians of more recent times. The role played by Byaxtin a p 
historical concepts of the Russians since the seventeenth centui * ne 
perhaps best be considered under three headings, coneepunde ig 
three largely successive and partly overlapping periods: fist. : u 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, when Byzantine history ` 8 
put to didactic and often highly tendentious use by advocates ‘at SES 
ular policies in Church and State; secondly, the nineteenth fedes 
when certain views of Byzantium played a part in the great debate on 
philosophical, historical and literary subjects conducted by Russian 
intellectuals; and finally, the academic tradition of Byzantine scholar- 
ship which was established in Russia in the 1870's. 

The seventeenth century saw a notable widening of the historical 
horizon of educated Russians. One of its symptoms was a renewed 
interest in the fate of the Greek Orthodox world, an interest stimulated 
by the influx of Greek ecclesiastics from the Ottoman Empire who 
sought financial and moral support for their churches from the Mus- 
covite government. This fresh impact of Greek culture produced con- 
flicting reactions in Muscovite society; and these reactions, in their 
turn, elicited different views of Russia's Byzantine inheritance. Thus a 
pro-Greek party in the Church, led by Patriarch Nikon, argued that 
the spiritual authority was superior to the temporal power by appeal- 
ing, somewhat inappropriately, to Byzantine precedents: Nikon took 
his stand, in particular, on the classic definition of the prerogatives of 
the Emperor and the Patriarch within the Christian Commonwealth 
contained in the ninth-century Epanagoge: and in 1653 he had Leun- 
clavius' Jus graeco-romanum, which contained this text, translated into 
Slavonic.4 An opposing, nationalistic, party —the so-called “Old Believers” 

— resisted Nikon's program of reforming the Russian Church in 
accordance with Greek models; their leader, the Archpriest Avvakum, 
later burned at the stake for refusing to accept these reforms, reiterated 
the doctrine of Moscow the Third Rome, which had been formulated 


Patriarchs of Constantinople and Alexandria: "Oecumenical doctors? 
Rome fell long ago and lies unregenerate, the Poles have perished 
with her and have become for ever enemies of the Christians. ^ T 
your lands too Orthodoxy has been tainted by the oppression ° 
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ks 
Mahomet Sade use of Byzantine history in support of power 
us i5 cclesiastical reforms was resorted to half a century later by 
politics Ta The examples which the Tsar found in this history 
er the GAT edifying: thus he maintained that the fate of “the 
v den ary" was an instructive lesson of how a state is brought 
Greek ail disobedience, treachery and the neglect of warfare.‘ 
ip ed the past history of the Byzantine Church find much sym- 
Ns ith so revolutionary and pro-Western a monarch as Peter: his 
et of Byzantine monasticism is worthy of Voltaire or Gibbon. 
ky of the Byzantine emperors, and even more of their wives, 
Jed — Peter claimed — to the gangrenous proliferation of monasteries 
in the Empire; on the shores of the Bosphorus alone there were some 
300 monasteries; consequently, when the Turks laid siege to Constan- 
tinople, less than 6000 soldiers could be found to defend the city." 

In these polemical utterances by Russian statesmen and church- 
men of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries there is little 
evidence of independent historical thinking. Moreover, their use of 
Byzantine history was highly selective and overtly pragmatic: some 
particular feature or event of Byzantine history, real or imaginary, was 
adduced either to stimulate imitation or to provide salutary warning. 
It was not until the third decade of the nineteenth century that Rus- 
sian thinkers began to submit the whole of Byzantine history to à 
critical interpretation and to examine it in the light of their own his- 
torical and philosophical conceits. In the passionate debate which 
raged in Moscow in the eighteen-thirties and forties between the Wes- 
terners and the Slavophiles, Byzantium not infrequently appeared as a 
witness, now for the prosecution, now for the defense. The debate, 
Which owed much to the influence of European romanticism and of 
eee idealist philosophy, was concerned with Russia's mission m 
he world, and in particular with her relationship to Western Europe. 
The Westerners held that Russia was and should continue to be an 
integral part of European civilization. The Slavophiles, by contrast, 
ieaas the distinctive elements in the Russian national tradition 
Gi this tradition, based on the living organism of the 

lodox Church and the social virtues of the peasant community, as 

the W T in every way to the rationalism, materialism and legalism of 
est. The most extreme of Russian Westerners, Peter Chaadaev, 

js an the first of his famous Lettres Philosophiques, written m 
Published in 1836, that the sterility of Russian culture was 
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due to the le; 
E 'gacy of “la misérabl 
which cut & able Byzance, objet 
DEN fee the Russians from the civilized Baie rofond mépris» 
in a letter written in 1846, he sin, B rur of Christian 
€ subordina- 


tion of the Church to the i i 
5 T e imperial 
ment V ine Posen amih 
ae veins a e inheritance.’ Not athe WM T 
ver, th iv “of Byzanti erners, how- 
Timofei Granovky mena s Tide ue one of their pe 
ium and a plea for serious Byzanti quent apologia of Byzan. 
iode: historian, and his Yo on denies arth i a pro. 
the gap between Westerners and Slavophil Pec brie 
gence twenty years later of a genuine philes, foreshadowed the emer- 
scholarship. “We received from rim aie i eia De 
part of our national inheritance, that is tiis in up 
nings of education. The Eastern Empire i Ph eae d ud 
the community of Christian nations. Onl a ee 
are fully qualified to resolve the robl EEE S SU AA A 
Indeed, Granovsky declared, "e cepe pene Mcr 
a Leos to which we owe so sia POSUI PSR ad 
e Slavophiles di: i ir attit i 
dene bias. EET E irae di CE EREE 
Seas Dati e or judgements of value, and 
me ý , while Ivan Kireevsky cont) i 
(n Umm contemplative culture of the pues SENE dcs 
Em olicism, perverted by Roman legalism and rationalism,” the leading 
ivophile philosopher and theologian, Aleksei Kh k 
more ambivalent jud ont SEA cde 
n ense j lgement on Byzantium. He, too, paid glowing 
pu ii rues achievements, in theology, monasticism and 
i 5 obs Ve of which the Russians were the beneficiaries. 
ee um 5 el it side he stressed several times —and particularly in an 
eos le en in 1852—that the law and the state in the Byzantine 
Empire were Roman, and as such were open to the charges of pagan- 
ism, formalism and institutionalism. “Rome's juridical chains,” he 
Pigs “clasped and choked the life of Byzantium.”!? 
was inevitable that the interest in Byzantine history, which 
began to spread in Russian society after 1850, soon acquired a distinct 
political flavor. A vague connection between Byzantine studies and 
the objects of Russia’s foreign policy had been established in the eight- 
eenth century. Such events as Peter the Great's campaign of the Pruth 
(1711) and Catherine II's “Greek Project" (1782) had suggested to 2 
section of public opinion that a knowledge of Byzantine history was 2 
necessary preparation for the task of liberating the Orthodox in the 


Modern Russian Attitudes 10 Byzantium l 197 
from the Turkish yoke. The missing link between j Byzantin- 
he "Fastern Question" was provided by Panslavism, which 
bs if Slavophile teaching between 1856 and 1878; it found noto- 
ion jon in Nikolay Danilevskys famous work Rossiya i 
fius expression 1 g69, He argued that Russia alone had the right 
WP tinople and that her historic mission was to restore the East 
to Constan like the Franks had once restored the Roman Empire 
he proposed the creation of a federation comprising 
. the Greeks, the Rumanians and the Magyars, 
under the political leadership of Russia and with its capital in 
tinople.”? 
The influence of Danilevsky is strongly felt in the work of Kon- 
stantin Leontiev (1831-91), a writer whose life was dominated by the 
highly individual vision of Byzantium he had created for himself. He 
shared Danilevsky's hostility to Western culture, the Slavophiles’ belief 
in the superiority of Russia’s indigenous institutions, and the Panslav- 
ists’ dream of Russian sovereignty over Constantinople. Yet he dif- 
fered profoundly from Slavophiles and Panslavists in rejecting the 
concept of Slavonic cultural unity and in opposing the liberation of 
the Balkan Slavs from Turkish rule. His outlook was a curious blend 
of romantic aestheticism, transcendental mysticism and political reac- 
tion. His thought is best epitomized in his essay *Vizantizm i Slav- 
yanstvo,” published in 1875 and partly inspired by the revival of the 
fon DEUM The hope of the world, he believed, lay in the 
m o Byzantinism"; by this concept he meant a peculiar amal- 
wich is gu autocracy, social inequality and Orthodox mysticism 
the Mi Spes in Byzantium and was adopted by the Russians in 
pst; Rossi? ae Byzantinism had sustained Russian society m the 
and infl s future was assured by the fact that "the spirit, principles 
System, SR = of Byzantium, like the complex texture of a nervous 
RA e whole of Russia's social organism." ' 
pite their ie. and, to a large extent, the Slavophiles, des- 
concept a Boao eee ection of “Byzantinism,” all injected into this 
aspirations 1g dose of positive value-judgement. Their nationalistic 
Powerful "E gus them to ascribe to the "Byzantine inheritance" a 
Political seif. S edd role in the growth of Russia's cultural and 
and its wo os A startlingly different view of Byzantium 
Nineteenth cer. was propounded during the last two decades of the 
losopher, peas by Vladimir Soloviev (1853-1900), the notable phi- 
ogian and poet. His rejection of secular nationalism 
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and his view of the Rom: 


„hi wv an Church 
Christian unity appeared to ab 


Soloviev delivered himself in two of hi arent remarks, 
Universelle (1889)5 and Vizantizm i ume Tae dris 
and passionate indictment of "l'empire pennies eas aii 
T étien de Byzance.” 
The Byzantines, he argued, betrayed Christ’s legacy to manki = 
concentrating unduly on the externals of religious dece on 
sii d eu ice and by 
abdicating their duty to Christianize the social and Political order, 
they built an empire that Was more pagan than Christian; by losing 
sight of the universality of the Christian tradition they allowed 
churchmen like Photius and Cerularius to lead them into schism; and 
their spiritual leaders, by slavishly submitting to the tyranny of the 
state, promoted the baneful “Caesaropapism,” whose pervasive effects 
caused Byzantium to resemble more closely the empire of Nebuchad- 
nezzar than that of Christ." In passing final sentence on Byzantium, 
Soloviev appealed to the verdict of history: *L'histoire a jugé et con- 
damné le Bas-Empire."!* 

None of these nineteenth century writers, with the possible excep- 
tion of Granovsky, could in their treatment of Byzantium be regarded 
as scholars in the modern sense of the word. The significance of their 
views lies rather in the interest in Byzantine history which they stimu- 
lated in Russian political opinion; in the role played by their concepts 
of Byzantium in the development in Russia of historical and philoso- 
phical thought and of ideas of national self-determination; and in the 
relevance of some of their ideas on Byzantine history to Russia's for- 
eign and domestic politics. A genuine and continuous tradition of 
Byzantine scholarship required the fulfillment of three conditions: 1. à 
readiness to start not from preconceived “metahistorical” concepts, but 
from a critical study of the documents; 2. the appearance of scholars 
willing to devote their lives to specialized research in this field; 3. the 
readiness of universities and public opinion to recognize Byzantine 
studies as an autonomous discipline in their own right. - 

It was not until the 1870's that all three conditions were fulfilled in 
Russia. However, both the study of Byzantine sources and the a 
gence of devoted and enthusiastic scholars in this field had Em 
hundred years earlier; and we may rightly regard the period from tine 
to 1870 as an important preparatory phase in the history of By GF 
scholarship in Russia. The leading figures were G. S. Bayer, G- 
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on Schlózer and J. G. Stritter in the eighteenth cen- 

Krug and A. A. Kunik in the nineteenth.'? Particularly 
mp, J: P. Kee om publication, between 1771 and 1779, of a four- 
impo! d rhon of Byzantine sources concerned with Eastern Europe, 
M into Latin and edited by Stritter,? and the scholarly contri- 
translat f Kunik, who in 1853 read a paper in the Imperial Academy 
butions E der the title: *Why does Byzantium still remain a riddle 
aine story?” Kunik was an enthusiastic propagandist for Byzan- 
diis *Does not the Russian people — he asked rhetorically 
tege its ‘Christian faith to Byzantium, and did not this faith give 
the Russian princes and people the strength for centuries to resist 
Islam and finally free themselves from its yoke. . . Is it not true, 
broadly speaking, that the greater part of Russian history is the reflec- 
tion of the history of Byzantium?’ Yet Kunik ends this passage on a 
cautious and even pessimistic note: “Where — he asks — shall we find 
enough Byzantinists to enable us to take our stand in this field along- 
side other nations?"?! 

Kunik's statements exposed the two principal weaknesses of the 
emergent Byzantine studies in Russia in the middle of the nineteenth 
century: the lack of qualified cadres, and the almost exclusive preoc- 
cupation of Russian Byzantinists with the history of their own coun- 
try: the choice and treatment of their themes, and their approach to 
their subject, showed that they were interested almost solely in those 
aspects of Byzantine history which had a bearing on and could illumi- 
nate the history and culture of medieval Russia. This intermittent and 
Applied character of Russian Byzantine studies lasted until the 1870's. 
mue onde of the scholarly tradition of Byzantine historical stu- 
ted bins T was Vasily Vasilievsky. Originally a classical scholar 

hi Pupil of Mommsen, he began to teach Byzantine history in the 

e of St. Petersburg in 1870. By the time he died in 1899 he 
Social pos works of major importance in the fields of Byzantine 
relations; had inistrative history, hagiography and Russo-Byzantine 
nomous and RE inie Byzantine studies in his country as an auto- 
Public: fo pectable discipline, of growing interest to the educated 

7 es the well-known periodical, Vizantiisky Vremen- 
intemational stan gus, appeared in 1894; and had so increased the 
himself foung m ing of Russian Byzantine studies that Krumbacher 
the same. The opu to learn Russian and to make his pupils do 
Byzantine relatio, ntral themes of Vasilievsky's work were Russo- 

ns and the agrarian and social history of the Byzan- 


aller, A E." 


b 


200 : 

BYZANTIUM AND THE SLayg 
tine Empire. The former subject he inherited from his 
cessors; while his interest in social history, doubtless sti 
by the contemporary liberal and socialist moveme: 
proved of great importance in the subsequent develop 
tine studies in Russia.? It was shared by Vasilievsky 
temporary, Fedor Uspensky, a figure of comparable in 
history of Byzantine studies.? An admirable organizer, Uspensky took 
a leading part in the development of this subject in the Exe i 
Odessa (1874-94); directed, from 1895 to 1914, the work of the iue 
sian Archaeological Institute in Constantinople; led the Russian 
archaeological expedition to Trebizond in 1916 and 1917; and in the 
years between the Revolution and his death in 1928 attempted to sal- 
vage what remained of Byzantine studies in Russia. A highly prolific 
scholar, he contributed most to the study of the social and economic 
history of Byzantium, of Byzantine religious and philosophical thought, 
and of Byzantine-Slav relations in the early Middle Ages. His works 
on the last topic were, originally at least, influenced by the Slavophile 
views of his teacher Lamansky. Uspensky was the most vigorous 
champion, before 1917, of the view that the occupation of the Balkan 
Peninsula by the Slavs profoundly altered the social and economic 
structure of the Empires European provinces in the seventh and 
eighth centuries, and that the peasant commune of the Farmers Law 
was of Slavonic origin. His devotion to pure scholarship did not, 
however, prevent him on occasion from seeking in Byzantine history 
political “lessons” for his contemporaries. Some of these "lessons" 
clearly reveal the influence of Panslavist ideas. In the preface to the 
first volume of his “History of the Byzantine Empire,” written in 1912, 
he declared: “The lessons of history should be carefully considered by 
those who, at the present time, are awaiting the partition of the inher- 
itance of ‘the sick man’ of the Bosphorus.” And in the main body of 
the book, published in 1914, he wrote: “We would be deceiving our- 
selves if we thought that we can avoid an active part in the liquidation 
of the inheritance left by Byzantium. . . Russia's role in the Eastern 
Question has been bequeathed to her by history, and cannot be 
changed by arbitrary decision.” 

Russian Byzantine studies between 1870 and 1917 were marked by 
three main characteristics: by their high scholarly quality, probably 
unrivalled by any other branch of historical studies in Russia, whit 
enabled them to equal, and in some fields perhaps to surpass, t 
‘works of contemporary Byzantinists in Western Europe; by their eo 
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ment of Byzan- 
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; inistrative à ic history and with the 
P |. administrative and economic " 
cern with A Russo-Byzantine relations; and by the debt which they 


probes a reat theological “academies” (graduate schools), particu- 
anit CF Moscow and St. Petersburg.” : 
Ly ae to say a few words about the role played by Byzantium 
ee rical concepts of scholars in the Soviet Union. It is not my 
s Le ttempt a survey of the development of Byzantine studies 
imention e nor an analysis of the work of individual Soviet schol- 
s this field. 1 will confine myself to pointing out the increasingly 
important position which Byzantine studies have come to occupy in 
Soviet historical studies since 1939; and to identifying briefly the cen- 
tral problems of Byzantine history selected by Soviet scholars for spe- 
cn of Uspensky in 1928 was followed by a decade which 
witnessed an eclipse of Byzantine studies in his country, during which, 
in the words of the leading Soviet Byzantinist M. V. Levchenko, 
"scholarly research in this field of learning was temporarily inter- 
rupted"? A gradual revival of these studies began in 1939, and 
gathered momentum after 1944. Its main landmarks were the creation 
in 1939 of a Byzantine section at the Institute of History of the 
Academy of Sciences, the simultaneous formation of a Byzantine 
group in Leningrad, the appearance in 1940 of Levchenko's History 
of Byzantium;? the publication in 1945 of the Vizantiisky Sbornik 
prepared by the Leningrad group! and the reappearance in 1947 — 
after an interruption of some twenty years — of the Vizantiisky Vre- 
mennik.?: These were the principal stages by which Byzantine studies, 
eee the devoted efforts of their genuine practitioners, regained 
1 ee as an autonomous historical discipline, and Byzantine his- 
"s SUN once more, as it had been between 1870 and 1924, access- 
Sovi ussian educated public. N 
BONG inherited from their pre-revolutionary prede- 
history of ies interest in two themes: the social and economic 
medi 8 yzantine Empire, and the relations between Byzantium 
them in the p Sia. Both these themes, of course, are treated by 
tine 1 aes Marxist historical concepts. The development of 
economic eem Which they regard essentially as a social and 
social relatione ga Son, and as a term that adequately describes the 
ire ang Ae Byzantium; the history of cities in the Byzantine 
of the social role played by the Slav invasions in the develop- 
Structure of the Byzantine Empire: these are some 
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of the problems of the internal history of the Empi i n 
Byzantinists have approached from the Marxist SONG NC. ee 
problem of the Slav colonization of parts of the Balkans, Sect’ 
Byzantinists today, despite some differences of opinion, seem " e 
that, though Uspensky's views suffered from exaggeration, the iod l 
structure and customary law of the Slavs influenced the develo sini 
of the Byzantine commune, and that their invasions Voi ibtd iate 
rially to the collapse of the "slave-holding formation" and to its 
replacement by feudalism. 

The work of Soviet Byzantinists further suggests that the relations 
between Byzantium and Russia is a subject that will always loom 
large in Russian Byzantine scholarship. This problem, of course, is 
part of a more general one, whose importance and difficulty were so 
clearly illustrated by the discussions provoked by several papers pre- 
sented in 1965 at the Congress of historians in Vienna.? To recognize 
that the influence of Byzantine culture on the medieval culture of Rus- 
sia was pervasive and far-reaching and that, in the words of Karl 
Marx, “the religion and civilization of Russia are of Byzantine 
origin; yet to acknowledge that Byzantine influence was not an 
omnipotent demiurge, acting on a passive receiver, and that the Rus- 
sian people. often showed a creative response to its challenge by select- 
ing, accepting or rejecting this or that element of Byzantine culture 
to posit in general terms a thesis which would need to be sub- 
stantiated and empirically verified at every point of investigation. 
Soviet scholars, I venture to suggest, are in principle well equipped to 
‘study this dialectical process. And, in their continued research into the 
history of Russo-Byzantine relations, they will, we may hope, increas- 
ingly bear witness to the fact that Russian Byzantine studies have in 
former times and at the peak of their achievement derived their vital- 
ity from two sources: the sense of continuity with the scholarly tradi- 
tion of the past; and the willingness to advance the frontiers of knowl- 
edge in collaboration with the scholars of other nations. 
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CHAPTER VII 


STS. CYRIL AND METHODIUS, 
APOSTLES OF THE SLAVS* 


The aims of this paper! are to outline the story of an attempt, made 
in the second half of the ninth century, to create in Central Europe a 
Slavonic vernacular Church under the joint auspices of Byzantium and 
Rome; and to assess the significance of a cultural movement which 
spread in the early Middle Ages from Moravia to the Balkans and to 
Rus’, and exerted a profound and lasting influence upon the religion 
and thought-world of the Slavs who lived in these areas. This attempt. 
and this movement are associated with the names of the two great 

ntine missionaries— Cyril and Methodius. a 3 

GS recorded history em vernacular Slavonic Christianity ion 
in 862. That year an embassy arrived in Constantinople, sent i the 
Emperor Michael III by a Slavonic ruler in Central Europe. v Mom 
vian prince Rastislav. The purpose of this embassy was twofold: t s 
Moravians, whose realm at that time included Moravia, SEE eX 
part of present-day Hungary, were hard pressed by their m Ed 
Franks and the Bulgarians and wished to conclude a political an € 
with the Byzantine Empire. The second aim of the ies P d 
tined to be, in the long run, of far greater importance. Tt was Sl 
the Emperor to send the Moravians a Christian missionary umm ie 
with their own Slavonic language. Christianity had p a dem 
Moravia during the first half of the ninth century. but its p dem 
Were German missionaries from Salzburg and Passau. lt is poss! br 
several scholars have recently argued, that Irish pe 
Worked in Moravia in the late eighth and the early duds à 
though the evidence on this point seems to me still inconclusive- Rastis- 
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lav no doubt realized that the German missionaries threatened the 
precarious independence he had recently wrested from his overlord 
Louis the German, King of Bavaria. To secure for his country a mea. 
sure of political and cultural autonomy he needed priests who could 
preach the Gospel to the Moravians in their own Slavonic tongue, 

The Byzantine government, mindful of the advantages — Spiritual 
and temporal—to be derived from these distant solicitations, responded 
readily to Rastislav's request: an alliance was concluded with Moravia, 
and the choice of ambassadors to head the Moravian mission fell on 
two brothers from Thessalonica, Constantine and Methodius. They 
were both at that time famous men, distinguished in the service of 
Church and State. Their lives and activity, recorded in detail in con- 
temporary Slav and Latin sources, have for more than a century been 
the subject of careful scrutiny and extensive research.* 

The younger of the two brothers, Constantine, more widely 
known under his later monastic name of Cyril, had held a teaching 
post in the University of Constantinople, and had studied under Pho- 
tius, the future Patriarch and the greatest scholar of his age. Metho- 
dius had been a governor of a Slavonic province of the Empire, and 
had thus come to know the Slavs early in his life. But both brothers 
soon experienced a call to the religious life. Methodius abandoned his 
career and became a monk. Constantine was ordained a priest. Soon 
the two brothers became known as outstanding missionaries and 
diplomatists. In 860, for instance, they headed an important and suc- 
cessful Byzantine mission to the realm of the Khazars, north of the 
Caucasus. But their strongest qualification to lead the embassy to 
Moravia was their intimate knowledge of the Slavonic language. 
Thessalonica, their native town, was in the ninth century a partially 
Greek city with a Slav-speaking hinterland; and according to the Sla- 
vonic biography of Methodius, written soon after his death, the 
Emperor, in urging the two brothers to go as his envoys to Moravia. 
adduced this argument: “You are both natives of Thessalonica, and all 
Thessalonicans speak pure Slav.” 

Before leaving Byzantium, Constantine, according to his ninth 
century Slavonic biography, invented an alphabet for the use of the 
Moravian Slavs, his future flock. This alphabet he adapted to a Sla- 
vonic dialect of Southern Macedonia, from the neighborhood of 
Thessalonica. I cannot enter here into a discussion of the difficult 
and controversial problems raised by the fact that the oldest Slavonic 
‘manuscripts are written in two different alphabets, the Glagolitic and 
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the Cyrillic, Over the question as to whether Constantine invented 
both of them, or if not, which of the two, philologists have argued for 
well over a century. Most scholars today are convinced, however, that 
the alphabet invented by Constantine for the Moravians was the Gla- 
golitic, and that the so-called Cyrillic, which bears Constantine's 
monastic name of Cyril, resulted from an attempt by Methodius’ dis- 
ciples in Bulgaria to adapt Greek uncial writing to the Slavonic 
tongue.5 If Cyrillic is very largely an adaptation of Greek, Glagolitic is 
a highly distinct and original alphabet whose inventor, Constantine, 
seems to have adapted in a modified form certain Greek, Hebrew and 
other Oriental letters. Of the two alphabets, Cyrillic was to be histori- 
cally by far the more important, for the Church books of the 
Orthodox Slavs are printed in a slightly simplified form of this 
alphabet to the present day, and the modern alphabets of the Bulgar- 
ians, the Serbs and the Russians are all based on Cyrillic. Yet the 
invention of Glagolitic, which, despite its relative complexity, was 
admirably adapted to the qualities of the Slavonic tongue, was 
undoubtedly the work of a linguistic genius, and Constantine must 
rank among the greatest philologists Europe has ever produced. 
Before leaving Constantinople, Constantine, with the help of his new 
alphabet, translated into Slavonic a selection of lessons from a 
Gospels, intended for liturgical use, starting with the opening words 
of St. John: “In the beginning was the Word.” 

Thus was created a new literary language, based on the spoken 
dialect of the Macedonian Slavs, modelled on Greek, and iun 
largely ecclesiastical in character. It is known to modern scholars is 
Old Church Slavonic, In the ninth century the different Sano 
languages were still so similar in structure and vocabulary tl pire 
Church Slavonic was as intelligible to the Slavs of eae 2 
the course of the next two centuries, it proved to be to ug Bu is ed 
Serbian and Russian Slavs. It became henceforth i Apes of 
throughout the Middle Ages the third inea e ds sn ime 
Europe and the sacred idiom of those Slavs — the i dem ed 
Russians and the Serbs — who received their Mp sant d SIGA 
Byzantium. Constantine, still venerated by all the a ecu 
was not only, with his brother Methodius, the Que cundet di Ss 
aries who worked among the Slavs; he was also t 
Vvonic literary culture. ; 

Tn the autumn of 863 the Byzantine 
Where Prince Rastislav received it with 


ived in Moravia, 
mbassy arrived in y 
ed The two immediate 
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tasks that faced the missionaries were to train a new Slav-spe; 
clergy and to give the Moravians a liturgy in their own language. A 
few Christian texts had previously been translated from Latin into 
Slavonic and transcribed in Latin characters — such as formularies of 
baptism and confession, the Creed and the Lord's prayer,’ Of these 
translations, which were current in Moravia during the first half of the 
ninth century, Constantine and Methodius doubtless made use But 
the liturgical offices had so far been celebrated in Latin, with which 
the Moravians were unfamiliar. Constantine, in the words of his con- 
temporary biographer, soon translated “the whole ecclesiastical office, 
Matins, the Hours, Vespers, Compline and the Mass."* 

The question of what rite was used by Constantine for his Old 
Church Slavonic translation of the liturgical offices has long been 
debated, and is to some extent still an open one. In the passage from 
Constantine’s Life which I have just quoted, the liturgical terminology 
seems to be Byzantine, to judge at least from the fact that the Slavonic 
term for “Compline”— Pavechernitsa — corresponds to the Greek Apo- 
deipnon and not to the Latin Completorium.? For this and other rea- 
sons it seems difficult to doubt that the Slavonic liturgy was first cele- 
brated in Moravia according to the Byzantine rite. It is possible, 
however, that in the course of time Constantine also translated and 
adapted the Roman Mass, which the earlier Frankish missionaries 
had introduced into Moravia. Several distinguished modern authori- 
ties, Father Dvornik and Dr. Grivec among them," believe that the 
oldest Slavonic formulary of the Roman Mass, preserved in part in 
the Glagolitic Kiev Leaflets, is a translation made by Constantine 
from the Liturgy of St. Peter, itself a Greek adaptation of the Roman 
Mass. Be that as it may, there are cogent reasons for supposing that 
both the Roman and the Byzantine liturgies were translated into Sla- 
vonic in the second half of the ninth century. And it is quite possible 
that the liturgical tradition eventually adopted in the new Slavonic 
Church in Central Europe represented a blending of the Byzantine 
and the Roman rites. 

The translation of the liturgical offices into a vernacular language 
was, from the Byzantine point of view, natural and legitimate. Con- 
stantine himself, when later defending the Slavonic liturgy against its 
detractors in Venice, cited the example of many nations of Eastern 
Christendom who praised God in their native languages: among them 
were the Armenians, the Persians, the Egyptians, the Georgians and 
the Arabs.!! But the Western Church, in which Latin was recognized 
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as the only legitimate idiom for sacramental worship, had every rea- 
son to look askance at the liturgical experiments of Constantine and 
Methodius; all the more so, as Moravia was ecclesiastically within the 
jurisdiction of Rome. It is not surprising that the Frankish clergy in 
Moravia, whose position was greatly strengthened by the forced sub- 
mission of Prince Rastislav to Louis the German in 864, viewed the 
activities of the two Byzantine brothers with hostile suspicion. 

But the attitude of the Papacy proved to be different from that of 
the German clergy. Five years after their arrival in Moravia, Constan- 
tine and Methodius travelled to Rome, in response to a summons 
from Pope Nicholas I, In Rome they were well received. The two 
brothers could scarcely have chosen a more propitious moment to. 
plead their cause before the Holy See. The Papacy was at that time 
trying to secure its hold over the Balkan Slavs; it had recently scored a 
sensational, if ephemeral, triumph in Bulgaria. High hopes were enter- 
tained in the Papal Chancellery that the whole Slavonic world would 
soon join the family of nations that paid homage to the Bishop of 
Rome. The new Pope, Hadrian Il, had every reason to look with 
favor on the work of Constantine and Methodius: their missionary 
work among the Slavs had been highly successful; their personal piety 
and learning were widely admired; and they were strongly backed by 
the Slavonic rulers of Central Europe — by Rastislav of Moravia and 
Kotsel of Pannonia. There was only one embarrassing circumstance: 
they celebrated the Divine Office not in Latin, as the Water 
now rapidly becoming a fixed tradition, commanded, but i SI pitas 
Was the Pope to sanction this innovation which might create dur 
gerous precedent in the Western Church? Or was he, for the sal A 
an established custom, to surrender effective control of Moravian a à 
Pannonian Christianity to the Frankish clergy? Hand fiin 
statesman: he accepted the bargain. He gave his unquali a TERS 
to the work of Constantine and Methodius, and conr S 
Slavonic liturgical books be placed on the altar of 5 ie S E 
Santa Maria Maggiore and that the Liturgy be bos e Eon 
vonic language in four Roman basilicas. The two e A 
Thessalonica, who barely six years earlier had set out n gioca 
on their mission to Moravia, could not have dreamt t Y^ E 
Would be crowned so soon and so slot ee re as 
Soon after fell seriously ill. Feeling the approach of d Ope 
monk under the name of Cyril. In 869 he died in posed viste 

brother's request, was buried in the Basilica of St. 


210 BYZANTIUM AND THE SLAVS 


words to his brother were to implore him not to abandon their com- 
mon work for the Slavs, even if it meant never returning to the mon- 
astery on Mount Olympus in Asia Minor, where Methodius had 
received the tonsure. This injunction, recorded by his ninth century 
biographer, provides a moving illustration of the perennial tension 
between the missionary calling and the contemplative life: “Behold, my 
brother, we were both harnessed to the same yoke, ploughing the same 
furrow. I am falling down by the gate, my day's work finished, but you 
have a great love for the Mountain. Do not, for the sake of the Moun- 
tain, abandon your teaching. For how better can you be saved?” !2 

The rest of Methodius’ life was spent in loyal obedience to his 
brother’s last wish. Armed with the pope’s approval of the Slavonic 
liturgy, he returned to Central Europe where, as Archbishop of Pan- 
nonia and Papal Legate to the Slavonic nations, he continued the 
work of building a vernacular Christianity, translating the remaining 
parts of the Scriptures and training the next generation of Slav- 
speaking priests. Yet the foundations on which he built were precar- 
ious. The East Frankish and Bavarian clergy, whose earlier preroga- 
tives in Pannonia and Moravia were annulled by Methodius’ new 
jurisdiction, took advantage of the increased power of Louis the Ger- 
man in Moravia to secure the arrest of Methodius. Condemned as a 
usurper of episcopal rights by a local synod presided over by the 
Archbishop of Salzburg, he spent two and a half years in prison. It 
was only in 873 that the new pope, John VIII, having learnt at last of 
Methodius’ plight, forced Louis the German and the Bavarian bishops 
to release him. 

But Rome was fast losing interest in the Slavonic liturgy. The 
Papacy was now showing a growing unwillingness to risk, for the sake 
of this liturgy, a major conflict with the Frankish Church. John VIII 
still loyally supported Methodius. But his successors, turning their 
back on the achievements of Nicholas | and Hadrian II, banned the 
Slavonic liturgy. In 885 Methodius died in Moravia, his work among 
and exiled from Moravia; others were sold into slavery. 

‘So ended the life-work of St. Cyril and St. Methodius, apostles of 
the Slavs and founders of Slavonic Christianity. It must indeed, at the 
‘time, have seemed a tragic failure. The Slavonic liturgy and the new 

la culture appeared to be on the verge of extinction. Yet 
_ it took more than two centuries to wipe out the last remnants of the 


and Methodius in Central Europe — a sure sign of its 
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vitality and appeal. Old Church Slavonic literature and the Slavonic 
liturgy flourished in Bohemia until the end of the eleventh century, 
and Croatia in the tenth and eleventh centuries had a strong Slavonic 
liturgical tradition which went back to the time of Cyril and Metho- 
dius. On the coast and on several islands of Dalmatia Slavonic Glago- 
litic missals are still in use. But in Central Europe the Roman policy 
of centralization and linguistic uniformity destroyed Slavonic vernacu- 
lar Christianity in the late eleventh century." 

These developments, however, were of secondary importance. The 
future of Slavonic Christianity lay elsewhere. Expelled from Moravia 
upon their master’s death, the disciples of Methodius found refuge in 
another land. Their work was saved for Europe and the Slavs by the 
Bulgarians, whose destiny it was to enrich this vernacular culture and 
to transmit it to the other Slavs who owed allegiance to the Orthodox 
Church —the Russians and the Serbs. d f 

The Bulgarian ruler Boris was, together with many of his subjects, 
baptized into the Byzantine Church in 864, a year after Cyril and 
Methodius started on their mission to Moravia. By 870 Bulgaria was 
firmly attached to the Eastern Church and placed within the sphere. of 
Byzantine culture. But Boris and the Bulgarian nobility, while wishing 
to benefit from their association with the Empire, were yet afraid that 
the Greek clergy which controlled their Church might prove to be = 
instrument of Byzantine political domination. Slavonic priests and i s 
Slavonic liturgy would, they must have foreseen, provide an us 
solution to their dilemma. The vernacular tradition of Cyril at 
Methodius would allow Bulgaria to enjoy the benefits of yes 
civilization without prejudice to her independence as a is 
nation. And so, when the disciples of Methodius, after their kes sm 
from Moravia, travelled down the Danube valley and arrived b 
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P 5 A Boris. The leading member o 
garia, they were cordially received by whose contribution to the 
only by that of 


Cyril and Methodius, Clement was sent by Boris to De oia 
Working among the Macedonian Slavs for thirty years, ne. 

crated bishop, preaching the Gospel in Slavonic, C657 Greek reli- 
Vvonic liturgy according to the Byzantine rite, to St. Clement 
gious writings, and training a native clergy. Thanks P pecame 
and to his co-disciple and collaborator St. Naum, 9. culture i 
for over a century one of the foremost centers of iful mountain 
Europe, and its capital, the city of Ohrid by the 
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lake of that name, was the cradle of Slavonic Christianity in the Bal- 
kans. Meanwhile, at the opposite, North-Eastern, extremity of the 
country, in the Bulgarian capital of Preslav, another school of Sla- 
vonic literature was developing under the patronage of Symeon, Boris’ 
son and eventual successor. It was here, probably in the closing years 
of the ninth century, that the Glagolitic script, invented by Constantine- 
Cyril, was replaced by the simpler Cyrillic alphabet, more obviously 
based on Greek. During the next hundred years, the school of Preslav 
produced a rich crop of translated literature. Theological extracts 
from the Greek Fathers, Byzantine chronicles and encyclopaedias, and 
a Byzantine treatise on poetics were thus made accessible to Slavonic 
readers. It was mostly a literature of translation and adaptation; but 
some original works were also produced, such as the first grammar of 
the Slav language, and at least one remarkable poem in Old Church 
Slavonic. This literary movement has been compared to the vernacu- 
lar culture of Anglo-Saxon Northumbria which flourished two centur- 
ies earlier. But its historical importance, | would suggest, was greater: 
for, by making Byzantine sacred and secular literature accessible to 
the Slavs, it fostered for many centuries the cultural life of the peoples 
of Eastern Europe.!5 


** 


If one were to attempt a general assessment of the work of Cyril 
and Methodius, its significance, I suggest, would be seen to lie in its 
unifying tendency and creative character. In a Christendom that was 
beginning to feel the growing tension between East and West, they 
sought to reconcile and to unite three important elements in the civili- 
zation of medieval Europe: the Byzantine, the Roman, and the 
Slavonic. 

Cyril and Methodius were citizens of the East Roman Empire, 
and never ceased to regard Byzantium as their fatherland. As ambas- 
sadors of their emperor to Moravia, they loyally performed the mis- 
sion with which they were entrusted. By training and vocation they 
belonged to the Byzantine élite of their time. The remarkable revival 
of monastic culture and secular learning which began in the middle of 
the ninth century and which some historians have termed “the Byzan- 
tine Renaissance" was imprinted on their outlook and activity. 
Methodius the monk and Cyril the scholar, sometime professor at the 
University of Constantinople and a friend of Photius, the greatest 

humanist of the age, embody two of the most striking features in the 
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medieval culture of BESTE Typical of this culture was the belief. 
in the one. universal, Christian Empire, the pattern and prefiguration 
of the Kingdom of God. This view is explicitly ascribed to Cyril by his 
ninth century biographer: “Our Empire,” he declared to the ruler of 
the Khazars . that of Christ, as the prophet said, ‘God shall set 
up a heavenly kingdom, which shall never be destroyed: and the king- 
dom shall not be left to other people, but shall break in pieces and 
consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for ever." The 
Byzantine authorities, for their part, gave their continued support to 
the two brothers and to their disciples. In the last years of his life 
Methodius visited Constantinople, at the invitation of the Emperor 
Basil I. There, his biographer tells us, he was warmly received and, 
before returning to Moravia, left behind him a priest and a deacon 
with the Slavonic liturgical books." The keen interest, which the 
Byzantine authorities showed in the Slavonic liturgy as a means of 
evangelizing the Slavs, is seen also in an episode that occurred soon 
after Methodius’ death. An envoy of the Emperor, visiting Venice, 
noticed a group of slaves, offered for sale by Jewish merchants, On 
enquiry, he discovered that they were disciples of Cyril and Metho- 
dius, whom the Moravians had sold as heretics. He bought them and 
took them back to Bulgaria to continue their work.'* This active sup- 
port given to Slavonic vernacular Christianity by the Byzantine 
authorities was part of the intense missionary activity then displayed 
by the Eastern Church, which led to the conversion of the Balkans 
and of Rus’. And in this too, Cyril and Methodius, the apostles of the 
Slavs, embody that Christian universalism, which, in their most suc- 
cessful hour, the Church and Empire of East Rome preached to the 
newly converted nations of Europe. £ 

And the Old Rome, too, welcomed and blessed for a while the 
work of the two brothers. It was the Frankish clergy, with its urge for 
cultural domination and political control, that destroyed the pues 
vernacular Christianity that was planted in Central Europe y i 
Common action of Byzantium and Rome. The persistence (eris 
Schism between the Churches of Fast and West has often distorte e 
historians’ view of the relations between Rome and Byzantium see 
ninth century, It is well to remind ourselves that these Were d 
on the whole, quite friendly. Their leaders may have engaged at e 
in violent polemic with each other, their theologians may FAY Cr 
to differ on the doctrine of the double procession of the Hol D e 
Yet for the average Byzantine of the time, Old Rome rema! 
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venerable city of St. Peter, and in its bishop, the Patriarch of the West 
— the "Apostolicus," as he is called in the Slavonic biographies of 
Cyril and Methodius — was vested the primacy of honor in the whole 
of Christendom. I believe that we would fail to grasp the significance 
of the work of the two brothers unless we recognized that their atti- 
tude to the Roman see and its bishop in no way differed from that of 
most of their Byzantine contemporaries. 

The debt which the Slavs owe to Cyril and Methodius is great 
indeed. A mission, whose original purpose was to preach Christianity 
in the idiom of the Moravians, led to the rise of a whole Slavonic 
culture. A liturgy, in a language rich, supple and intelligible; the Chris- 
tian Scriptures, translated into the same vernacular tongue; access to 
the treasury of Greek patristic literature and Byzantine secular learn- 
ing: truly a new world was opened to the Slavs by the work of Cyril 
and Methodius. The two brothers were aware of the importance of 
their mission. This is apparent in their biographies, in the writings of 
their immediate disciples, and especially in a remarkable Old Church 
Slavonic poem, which many modern authorities ascribe to Cyril him- 
self, and others to his pupil, Bishop Constantine, who wrote in Bul- 
garia at the turn of the century. Whether written by Cyril or not, this 
poem, which is a Prologue to the Slavonic version of the Gospels, 
expresses faithfully and eloquently the ideas prevalent in his circle.' 
The author compares peoples without sacred books in their own lan- 
guage to a naked body and to a dead soul; and laments the misery of 
those who, deprived of letters, can neither hear the peals of thunder 
nor smell the scent of flowers. And, turning to the Slavs, the poet 
triumphantly exclaims: "Then hear now with your own mind, listen, 
all you Slavs: Hear the Word, for it came from God, the Word that 
nourishes human souls, the Word that strengthens heart and mind, 
the Word that prepares all to know God!" It is perhaps worth not- 
ing that this poetic eulogy of the vernacular language has a parallel in 
a passage written almost simultaneously at the other end of Europe, 
though in sober prose: “For it seems well to me,” wrote King Alfred 
of England, “that we also change into the tongue that we all know the 
books that are most needful to be known by all men” (The passage I5 
taken from Alfred’s preface to his translation of Gregory the Great's 

This vindication of the vernacular language fostered in its turn, 
-among the followers of Cyril and Methodius, a particular outlook, 
part; ‘and part national, which is not without interest for the 
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historian of ideas. A national language was held to be sanctified b: 
being used liturgically, above all through serving as the language E 
the Mass; and thereby the nation which spoke this language was in its 
turn raised to the status of a consecrated people. This idea is suggested 
in the letter sent in 863 by the Emperor Michael to Rastislav of 
Moravia, and cited by Cyril's biographer: the newly invented Slavonic 
letters, the Emperor states, are being sent to the Moravians as a price- 
less gift, “that you too may be numbered among the great nations 
who praise God in their own language." The same idea is implicit in 
Cyril's spirited defense of vernacular languages during his disputation 
with the Venetian clergy.” For all tongues are equal in the sight of 
God; and it is through the language that is man's most intimate pos- 
session, through his mother tongue, that God can come into closest 
contact with the human soul. Thus, in the Cyrillo-Methodian tradi- 
tion, was the idea of a consecrated nation combined with the concept 
of a plurality of languages equal in status, and nationalism was subli- 
mated by the notion of an ecumenical society of Christian peoples. It 
may be said, in other words, that Cyril and Methodius transmitted to 
the Slavs the idea that underlies the whole of their missionary work: 
that every nation has its own particular gifts and every people its 
legitimate calling within the family of the universal Church.” 

These ideas became the inheritance of those Slavonic nations 
which accepted the Christian faith from Byzantium. Their influence 
was particularly felt in Russia, whose medieval writers, for all their 
indebtedness to Byzantium, soon began to display a native originality, 
conscious as they were that in the common patrimony of Christen- 
dom their own newly baptized nation had its own and not unimpor- 
tant place under the sun. And upon the humble folk the legacy of 
Cyril and Methodius had an impact that was no less powerful. For 
the Slav peoples of Eastern Europe received Christianity in a language 
that was close to their vernacular. They listened to the Gospel as it 
was read in church and could grasp something at least of its meaning. 
Above all was the Slavic liturgy a source of ever renewed inspiration. 
The liturgy of the Eastern Church is one of the great original creations 
of Byzantine genius. On the Russians of the Middle Ages it produced 
an impression of overwhelming beauty: “We knew not whether we 
were in heaven or on earth,” so did the Russian envoys of Vladimir 
describe to their sovereign the service in St. Sophia in Constantinople 
in the late tenth century.” Translated into Slavonic, this liturgy. W 
its eucharistic drama, the poetry of its hymns, and the dogmatic sym- 
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bolism of its setting —the church with its mosaics and frescoes depict. 
ing the heavenly hierarchy dominated by the majestic figure SE 
Pantokrator — Christ the All-Ruler — entered the very core of Shv 
Christianity. Its role was thus described by the British Byzantinist, the 
late Norman Baynes, in a lecture delivered in 1945: “Still today t is 
the common liturgy which is the bond between the Separate branches 
of the Orthodox Church — the liturgy in the vernacular tongue which 
was the gift of Byzantium. . that liturgy which may yet even in the 
Russia of Stalin see a resurrection and reassert its claims against the 
propaganda of a godless creed.” 

Such, in brief, are the main achievements of Cyril and Methodius, 


Byzantine missionaries, apostles of the Slavs and saints of the univer- 
sal Church. 
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CHAPTER VIII 


THE HERITAGE OF CYRIL 
AND METHODIUS IN RUSSIA* 


The Russian Primary Chronicle, in a passage describing the mea- 
sures taken in 1037 by the Russian sovereign Yaroslav to provide his 
subjects with Slavonic translations of Byzantine books—a passage 
written in the eleventh or early twelfth century—makes the following 
observation: “Great is the profit obtained from book learning: for 
through books we are taught the way of repentance, and from the 
written word we gain wisdom and self-control. Books are rivers which 
water the entire world; they are springs of wisdom; in books there is an 
unfathomable depth; by them we are consoled in sorrow; they are the 
bridle of self-control. . . . He who reads books often converses with 
God, or with holy men."! Such statements are no doubt a common- 
place of medieval literature; yet their conventional character cannot, 
even today, wholly obscure the genuine emotion with which the chron- 
icler, who was probably a Russian monk, affirms that the life of men 
can be greatly enriched by the reading of books. And, as the context of 
this passage plainly shows, the chronicler's emotion is heightened by his 
knowledge that his compatriots have now been provided with books in 
their own Slavonic language. This he gratefully attributes to the 
enlightened action of the rulers of his own land — Yaroslav, Prince of 
Kiev, and his father Vladimir who converted Rus’ to Christianity in the 
late tenth century. So concerned is the chronicler to extol the virtues of 
these two Russian sovereigns in promoting the Slav vernacular culture 
that he fails, in this passage, to mention the fountainhead of this 
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culture —the work of Cyril and Methodius. Yet, as we shall see, the 
Russians of the Middle Ages were well aware of the true origins of 
their vernacular literature, and cherished with gratitude and veneration 
the memory of the two Byzantine apostles of the Slavs; and the same 
Russian Primary Chronicle contains other passages which clearly 
acknowledge that the Russians owe their alphabet, their literature, and 
their scholarly tradition, to the Moravian mission of Constantine and 
Methodius. One of the aims of this chapter is to demonstrate that the 
importance of this mission, and its relevance to the cultural history of 
the Eastern Slavs, were appreciated in medieval Russia; the second aim 
is to outline the history of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition in medieval 
Rus’ and to assess the role it played in the culture and thought-world 
of the Eastern Slays: I would emphasize the word “outline”; for it is 
clear to me that the “Heritage of Cyril and Methodius in Russia” is a 
problem too vast and complex to be treated, within the scope of a 
single chapter, in any but a fragmentary and tentative manner. 

I propose to approach my subject chronologically. 1 shall concen- 
trate mainly on the period which begins with the official acceptance of 
Christianity in the late tenth century and ends in the early twelfth. It 
was then, notably in the eleventh century, that Russian literature was 
born; it was then, too, that Russian national consciousness found its 
first articulate expression. The central part of my theme—the heritage 
of Cyril and Methodius in eleventh-century Rus’ — will be introduced 
by a brief sketch of its antecedents on Russian soil, and will be fol- 
lowed by an epilogue illustrating its impact on late medieval Russia. 

Il 

Our story begins with a puzzle, which has taxed the ingenuity of 
many a scholar. The first recorded conversion of the Russians to 
Christianity took place in the sixties of the ninth century: contempo- 
rary Byzantine sources inform us that this conversion closely followed 
the Russian attack on Constantinople in 860;2 that by 867 the Rus- 

sians had accepted a bishop from Byzantium;? and that about 874 an 
archbishop was sent to them by the Patriarch Ignatius.* This first eccle- 
siastical organization on Russian soil seems to have been submerged. 
later in the century, by a wave of paganism which swept away the pro- 
"Christian rulers of Kiev and replaced them by a rival group of Scandi- 
1 from North Russia. Yet there is little doubt that a Christian 
community survived, at least in Kiev, attracting a growing number of 

erts throughout the tenth century, until Russia's final conversion 1n 
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the reign of St. Viadimir, in 988 or 989 or 990. Some of the Russian 
envoys who ratified the tre: y with the Empire in Constantinople in 944 
were Christians, and a Christian church, ministering to a numerous 
community, existed in Kiev at that time.5 Some time between 946 and 
960 Princess Olga, regent of the Russian realm, was baptized in Con- 
stantinople;* and in 983, a few years before Vladimir's conversion, two 
Christian Varangians were martyred in Kiev for their faith.” 

It is apparent from these facts that the beginnings of Russian Chris- 
tianity coincide in time with the Moravian mission of Constantine and 
Methodius and with the conversion of Bulgaria to the Christian faith; 
and that a Christian community existed in Kiev, continuously or with 
brief interruptions, for 125 years before Vladimir's baptism. Moreover, 
the comparatively rapid establishment of a diocesan organization at the 
end of the tenth century, the perceptive and mature understanding of 
the Christian life revealed by Russian writers of the next two genera- 
tions, and the high literary standards attained by some of them in the 
Slavonic language, strongly suggest that the Russian ecclesiastical lead- 
ers and intellectual élite of that time were building on earlier founda- 
tions; and it is only natural to suppose that these older foundations 
were such as to ensure the survival of the Christian community in Kiev 
as a going concern for more than a century before Vladimir; that this 
community, in other words, was provided with an effective clergy, 
intelligible Scriptures, and a liturgy capable of satisfying the spiritual 
needs of the Slav and Varangian converts to the Christian religion. We 
would expect, in brief, to find traces in Rus’, between 860 and 988, of 
the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition of Slavonic vernacular Christianity. 

These traces, however, are singularly insubstantial. The evidence 
which scholars have extracted from the sources, or dug out from the 
ground, amount to a few meagre crumbs: it has been maintained, for 
instance, that the Slavonic texts of the Russo-Byzantine peace treaties 
of the tenth century, preserved in the Primary Chronicle, prove that 
the Russians could by that time read and write in Slavonic, although 
we do not know for certain when or where these documents were 
translated from the Greek; the observation that Princess Olga, at the 
time of her baptism and visit to Constantinople, knew no Greek and 
relied on the service of interpreters has led to the suggestion that ue 
liturgy may have been celebrated in Slavonic for her benefit in Kiev; 
the fact that in the eleventh century the Russians had some acquaint- 
ance with the Glagolitic script has been taken to mean that they 
imported, not later than the middle of the tenth century, the Slavonic 
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liturgy and books from Macedonia, where the Glagolitic tradition was 
still in existence;!° a Cyrillic inscription, consisting of a single word, 
was discovered on a clay vessel during excavations near Smolensk in 
1949, and was dated by its discoverer, D.A. Avdusin, to the first quar- 
ter of the tenth century;!' all this, in terms of direct evidence, does not 
amount to very much. 

And yet it seems likely enough that well before Vladimir's conver- 
sion, by the mid-tenth century at the latest, the Christian community 
in Kiev was familiar with the Slavonic liturgy, with Slavonic transla- 
tions of parts of the Scriptures, and with Slav-speaking priests. It is 
permissible to speculate where these may have come from. Common 
linguistic and ethnic ties, and the political relations which existed in 
the tenth century between the Eastern Slavs on the one hand, and the 
Western and Southern Slavs on the other, may well have facilitated, or 
even provoked, the spread of Slav priests and books to Rus’ either from 
the former territories of Great Moravia, or else from Bulgaria.'? 

Some of the these priests and books may even have come from 
Constantinople where, at least in the second half of the ninth century, 
the Byzantine authorities assembled Slav-speaking priests and stock- 
piled Slavonic books for the needs of missionary enterprises beyond 
the Empire's northern borders. We have no direct evidence to show 
how far, before or after the time of Vladimir, the Byzantine missionaries 
in Rus’ deliberately encouraged the Slavonic vernacular as a means of 
evangelizing the country; however, the rapid establishment of this 
tradition in Rus’ after Vladimir's conversion, to the virtual exclusion 
of the Greek language from the liturgy at a time when the Russian 
Church was governed by prelates appointed by Constantinople, 
strongly suggests that the East Roman authorities acknowledged that 
the tradition of vernacular Slavic Christianity, which had already 
yielded rich dividends in Bulgaria, was the only one that could rea- 
sonably be imposed on the numerous population of their powerful 
and distant northern proselyte.! 

This introductory survey has rested less on direct information — 
which is fragmentary and equivocal — than on circumstantial evidence 
and on later material derived from the eleventh century. It is custom- 
ary to blame the Russian Primary Chronicle for our inadequate 
knowledge of the beginnings of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition 1n 
Rus’. It is indeed at first sight surprising that this document, compiled 
‘in the eleventh and early twelfth centuries, which treats in such detail 
‘of the earliest history of the Russian people and is so plainly con” 
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cerned with the fate of Russian letters and learning, has nothing pre- 
cise to say about the channels through which the Slav vernacular tra- 
dition came to Rus’, It attributes, as we have seen, the introduction of 
book learning to Vladimir and his son Yaroslav. Are we then to con- 
clude that the author, or authors, of the Chronicle knew nothing of 
any earlier beginning, and that they believed that the Christian com- 
munity in Kiev before Vladimir's time celebrated the liturgy in Greek? 
Different answers have been given to this question. The Russian scho- 
lar N. K. Nikol'sky, in a study of the Russian Primary Chronicle, 
published in 1930, argued that its compilers were perfectly aware of 
the Slavonic origin of Russian Christianity, but deliberately avoided 
any mention of it, in order to give greater prominence to the story of 
Vladimir's baptism by Byzantine missionaries, to present the conver- 
sion as an exclusively Greek achievement, and thus to justify the 
claims of the Byzantine clergy to ecclesiastical hegemony over Rus". 
This thesis should be considered in a broader context; for the past 
fifty years it has been fashionable to regard the authors of the Primary 
Chronicle as men moved by political passions and factional loyalties, 
propagandists not averse to suppressing, twisting, or inventing evi 
dence to gratify their prejudices or to flatter their ecclesiastical or secu- 
lar patrons. This view is best epitomized in the well-known history of 
Kievan Russia by M. D. Priselkov, published in 1913, who carried to 
extreme, and sometimes absurd, lengths the more balanced and cau- 
tious conclusions of his teacher Shakhmatov, that unrivalled authority 
on Russian chronicles.!5 The problem of the reliability of the Primary 
Chronicle is too large and too complex to be discussed here. 1 can 
only express my personal belief that, although the compilers of the 
Chronicle did at times show a personal bias in the selection and pre- 
sentation of their material, to maintain or imply that they were whole- 
sale forgers, playing an elaborate game of hide-and-seek with their 
medieval readers (and with modern scholars as well), is to overesti- 
mate their ingenuity, to degrade their sense of history, and to ascribe 
to them motives which are, to say the least, anachronistic. } 
What Nikol'sky called “the mysterious silence” of the chronicler 
about the early introduction of Slavonic letters into Rus’ can, it seems 
to me, be explained more satisfactorily if we suppose that he was 
ignorant of the facts, rather than that he took part in a conspiracy to 
suppress them. He had, as we shall see, precise and detailed informa- 
tion on the Moravian mission of Constantine and Methodius; but the 
circumstances in which the fruits of this mission were first acquired by 
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the Russians must have remained unknown to him. The Soviet scholar 
V. M. Istrin has plausibly suggested that this ignorance may be 
explained by the gradual, sporadic, and undramatic way in which the 
Slav vernacular tradition filtered in to Russia in the tenth century; and 
by the fact that among its carriers — Slav-speaking priests from the 
Balkans or the West Slavonic area — no memorable personality 
emerged of the calibre of Cyril and Methodius and their immediate 
disciples. 16 


m 


It is scarcely possible to doubt that elements of the Cyrillo- 
Methodian tradition — priests, books, and the liturgy — came to Rus’ 
before the time of Vladimir. It would, however, be unwise to exaggerate 
the extent and importance of this penetration. It was only after the 
official conversion of Rus' to Christianity in 988-90, which led to the 
stregthening of the links with Byzantium and the establishment of a 
nation-wide ecclesiastical structure under the authority of the Patriarch 
of Constantinople, that the problem of building a Slav vernacular 
Church became really urgent." For this new period, which spans and 
slightly overlaps the eleventh century, we have considerably more 
information; and much of it comes from the Russian Primary 
Chronicle. 

In an entry dated 898, the Chronicle gives a fairly detailed account 
of the Moravian mission of Constantine and Methodius; this is pre- 
ceded by a brief note describing the invasion of Moravia by the 
Magyars; the introductory section of the Chronicle has a further entry 
which refers to the earliest history of the Slavs and to their dispersal 
from their primeval European home. This introductory entry is 
linked with the later note on the conquest of Moravia by a common 
emphasis on the ethnic and linguistic unity of the Slav peoples; and 
both the entry and the note are connected with the account of the 
Moravian mission by the importance they all ascribe to "Slavonic let- 
ters” (gramota slovénbskaja) as a force expressive of Slav unity. The 
scholars who have studied these various entries in the Chronicle — A. 
Shakhmatov, P. Lavrov, N. Nikol'sky, V. Istrin, and, most recently, 
Professor Jakobson — are agreed that they are all fragments of a 
single work, stemming from a Cyrillo-Methodian environment, and 
brought to Russia from the West Slavonic area. Shakhmatov, who 

called it The Tale about the Translation of Books into the Slav lan- 
guage (Skazanie o prelozhenii knig na slovensky yazyk) — the name 
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has stuck — plausibly suggested that it came to Rus’ in the eleventh 
century; and Professor Jakobson has described it as “a Moravian apo- 
logetic writing of the very end of the ninth century.” 

For our present purpose, the most interesting of these surviving 
fragments is the account of the Moravian mission. It has long been 
known to contain four separate quotations from the Vita Methodii, 
and to be generally based on this work, with several borrowings from 
the Vita Constantini. On several points, however, the version of the 
Russian Chronicle deviates from the vitae of the apostles of the Slavs: 
on none of them is the Russian version reliable; most of the divergences 
may be ascribed to error or confusion on the chronicler's part: for 
instance, he states quite wrongly that Kotsel, as well as Rastislav and 
Svatopluk, requested a teacher from Byzantium, that the Slavonic 
alphabet was invented in Moravia, and that toward the end of his life 
Constantine taught in Bulgaria; in one case, however, the Russian 
chronicler can be suspected of deliberately deviating from his sources: 
he acknowledges that the work of Constantine and Methodius was 
supported by the Papacy, but makes no mention of their stay in Rome; 
this omission, probably due to anti-Roman censorship, suggests the 
hand of a revisor of the late eleventh or early twelfth century, when 
hostility to the Latin Church was beginning to gain ground in Russia.” 

As source material on the Moravian mission, the Tale about the 
Translation of Books is wholly derivative and of no great value to the 
historian. Yet in other respects this document is of considerable interest: 
it proves that the Russian chronicler was familiar with the written Lives 
of Constantine and Methodius; it shows how a West Slavonic work, 
breathing the authentic spirit of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition, could 
be adapted to a specifically Russian situation; and, whether in its 
original or adapted form, it made, as 1 shall presently suggest, a small 
but not insignificant contribution to that tradition. y 

The emphasis which the Tale repeatedly lays on the unity of the 
Slavonic language; its manifest pride in the “power” and “intelligibil- 
ity"? of the Slavonic letters created by Constantine and Methodius 
which, it tells us explicitly, are a common patrimony of the Moravians, 
the Bulgarians, and the Russians; its critical attitude to the ean 
heresy,” that bêre noire of the Slavonic apostles and of their disciples: 
these are familiar and characteristic ingredients of the Cyrillo-Methodian 
thought-world. But in its concluding part, which obviously bears the 
mark of a Russian revision, the Tale breaks new ground, and claims 
that the heritage of Cyril and Methodius has been acquired by the 
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Russian people; it bases this claim on a series of syllogistic arguments: 
the Slavonic letters were brought by Constantine and Methodius to the 
Moravians; the Russians, like the Moravians, are Slavs, and speak the 
same Slav language; the conclusion is implied that the Russians, too. 
are pupils of the Slavonic apostles; furthermore, Moravia and Pannonia, 
the lands of Methodius' spiritual jurisdiction, had once been evangelized 
by St. Andronicus, one of Christ's seventy disciples; but St. Andronicus 
was the disciple of St. Paul, who himself preached in Moravia. 
Therefore St. Paul is the teacher of the Slavs, and the Russians, by 
virtue of being Slavs and pupils of St. Methodius, are likewise disciples 
of St. Paul.?> By means of these complicated constructions, and by 
appealing to the current though legendary tradition that Paul and 
Andronicus preached in northern Illyricum and Pannonia, the Russian 
chronicler traces the spiritual ancestry of his people back to Cyril and 
Methodius on the one hand, and to St. Paul on the other. The 
conjunction of names is significant, for the veneration of St. Paul, the 
apostle of the Gentiles, is an essential feature of the Cyrillo-Methodian 
tradition.” 

There is clearly something artificial in these putative spiritual 
genealogies; even the syntax of this passage in the Chronicle is awk- 
ward: there are eleven causal conjunctions in nine lines. The chronicler's 
patent embarrassment doubtless stems from his inability to identify the 
historical channels through which the Cyrillo-Methodian heritage pene- 
trated from Moravia to Rus’; and it confirms the view I expressed 
earlier that his silence on this point comes from ignorance, not from 
bad faith, At the same time he is aware, and rightly so, that the Slav 
vernacular tradition which flourished in Rus’ in his day has its roots in 
the Moravian mission of Constantine and Methodius. 

Two Scriptural quotations inserted in the Tale seem to me of special 
interest, and suggest that the chronicler, or his source, did more than 
just reiterate the classic themes of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. The 
first of them is embedded in the phrase: “The Slavs rejoiced to hear the 
mighty works of God in their own tongue;” and in a later passage the 
pope is made to declare: “All nations shall tell the mighty works of 
God, as the Holy Spirit will give them utterance."? The latter citation is 
taken from Pope Hadrian IPs letter to Rastislav, Svatopluk, and Kotsel, 
as quoted in the eighth chapter of the Vita Methodii;® and both of 
‘these quotations in the Chronicle are also derived, pratically verbatim, 
f second chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, verses four to 
which describe the descent of tongues of fire upon the Apostles 
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at Pentecost. So far we are on familiar Cyrillo-Methodian ground, for 
the gift of tongues is a theme closely related to that of vernacular 
languages, and the pope's citation of Acts Il in the Vita Methodi 
implies that the appearance of the Slavonic liturgy and books can be 
regarded as a second Pentecost. However, these two Pentecostal 
quotations acquire added significance if we relate them to the introduc- 
tory part of the Primary Chronicle, which immediately precedes the 
first fragment of the Tale: this introduction, based largely, though not 
exclusively, on the Slavonic translation of the Byzantine chronicle of 
George Hamartolos,” begins with the story of the division of the earth 
among the sons of Noah after the Flood, and ends with a brief account 
of the building of the Tower of Babel. The Russian version of the latter 
episode, based, it would seem, on the Slavonic version of a lost 
historical compendium mainly derived from the chronicles of John 
Malalas and George Hamartolos, states that when the Lord scattered 
His people over the face of the earth, the pristine linguistic and ethnic 
unity of mankind gave way to a multiplicity of languages and nations. 
The Russian chronicler deliberately links this Biblical introduction to 
his account, which follows immediately, of the early history and 
dispersal of the Slavs, by placing them both among the heirs of Japheth 
and among the seventy-two nations which were scattered from the 
Tower of Babel. The conclusion seems inescapable that the chronicler 
wished to suggest a contrast between the former multiplicity of tongues 
and the present unity of the Slavonic languages, a unity to which Cyril 
and Methodius gave a new significance; and that he did so by implying 
that the Slavonic letters are an extension of the miracle of Pentecost 
whereby the Holy Spirit rescinded the confusion of tongues which 
sprang from the Tower of Babel. This contrast between Pentecost and 
Babel, which gives a new and more universal dimension to the work of 
Cyril and Methodius, is not, as far as I know, explicitly drawn in any 
other work of the medieval Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. One or the 
other of the two contrasting themes is touched upon occasionally: the 
Tower of Babel and the confusion of languages are mentioned in 
Khrabr's celebrated defense of the Slavonic letters, written in Bulgaria 
in the late ninth or the early tenth century;!! and, as Professor Jakobson 
has shown, the Pentecostal miracle is alluded to in a troparion of à 
canon to Cyril and Methodius, dating from the same period, men 
states that Cyril “received the grace of the Holy Spirit equal to that oí 
the Apostles.”22 It is true that the Prologue to the Holy Gospels, an Old 
Church Slavonic poem attributed by many scholars to Consannoe. 
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himself, seems to go some way toward implying a contrast between 
Babel and Pentecost: its third line reads: “Christ comes to gather the 
nations and tongues;” but only in the Russian Primary Chronicle are 
the two terms of the contrasting parallel clearly brought out 
The origin of this idea is not hard to find: the contrast between 
Babel and Pentecost, and the belief that the latter has cancelled the 
former, are repeatedly emphasized in the Byzantine offices for Whit 
Sunday. The kondakion of the feast makes the point with particular 
clarity: “When the Most High went down and confused the tongues, He 
divided the nations: but when He distributed the tongues of fire, He 
called all men to unity."* We do not know whether this idea, which is 
so succinctly expressed in the Greek and Slavonic service of Pentecost 
and is also to be found in the writings of several Greek Fathers, was 
directly applied to the Slavs by the Russian chronicler, or whether he 
found it in his source, the Tale about the Translation of Books; be that 
as it may, the notion that the Slavonic peoples share in the Pentecostal 
abrogation of Babel can be regarded as a significant addition to the 
storehouse of Cyrillo-Methodian ideas. 
The chronicler's adaptation of the Tale about the Translation of 
Books shows how close was the connection in his mind between the 
conversion of the Russians to Christianity and their acquisition of the 
Cyrillo-Methodian vernacular tradition; by contrast, as we have seen, 
he did not know when and how this tradition first came to Rus’. He is 
not much more informative on this point when he comes to the reign of 
Vladimir. Yet common sense suggests that the establishment of Chris- 
tianity as the state religion in his reign would have been impossible had 
not the Slav-speaking clergy preached the Gospel and celebrated the 
liturgy in the vernacular on a wide scale. But of this we know next to 
nothing. It is true that the so-called “Chronicle of Joachim,” a 
seventeenth-century compilation, no longer extant, based on medieval 
sources, and discovered and quoted in part by the eighteenth-century 
historian Tatishchev, contains several statements which, if true, would 
give us just the facts we need. After Vladimir's conversion to Christian- 
ity, we are told in this source, Symeon, tsar of Bulgaria, sent to Rus’ 
“learned priests and sufficient books." The view that the “Chronicle of 
Joachim” is a fabrication of Tatishchev has been abandoned by histori- 
ans generally,” and this particular piece of evidence is accepted as 
genuine by a number of scholars. As early as 1856, P. A. Lavrovsky 
attempted to explain away the anachronistic connection between Vla- 
dimir and Symeon (who died half a century before the former's acces- 


The Heritage of Cyril and Methodius in Russia es 
sion) by referring to the statement of the Byzantine chronicler of Scy- 
litzes that Romanus, son of the Bulgarian Tsar Peter, assumed the 
name of his grandfather Symeon.* Romanus is believed by some histo- 
rians to have been tsar of Bulgaria between about 979 and 997. How- 
ever, though Romanus was undoubtedly a contemporary of Vladimir, 
it is far from clear that he ever reigned in Bulgaria.” A further state- 
ment in the “Chronicle of Joachim" seems to confirm that Vladimir's 
clergy was partly of Slavonic origin: the Byzantine authorities, it asserts, 
sent to Vladimir the Metropolitan Michael, a Bulgarian by national- 
ity, to head the Russian Church.” This Michael, we may note, is 
mentioned as the first primate of Russia in several sixteenth-century 
sources.4! However, tempting though it is to accept the statements of 
the "Chronicle of Joachim" on the penetration of a Slavonic clergy 
and books into Russia in the late tenth century, there are, in my 
opinion, too many uncertainties connected with this text to make it 
possible to regard it as reliable evidence. 

The earliest trustworthy account relating to the use of Slavonic in. 
the Russian Church does, however, come from the reign of Vladimir; 
and it is supplied by the Primary Chronicle. In an entry dated 988, the 
chronicler tells us that after the Russians had been baptized Vladimir 
“sent round to assemble the children of noble families, and gave them 
to be instructed in book learning.”* It is prima facie highly improbable 
that the teaching in these earliest known Russian schools was con- 
ducted in Greek; some knowledge of the Greek language was doubtless 
imparted to the members of Vladimir's jeunesse dorée who were des- 
tined for high office in the Russian Church; but there is every reason 
to believe that by “book learning" (ucenmse Kniznoe) the chronicler 
meant literary instruction in Slavonic. Evidence that this was so is 
provided by the chronicler's comment on Vladimir's schools, ina pas- 
sage which immediately follows the account of their foundation: ‘When 
these children were assigned to study books in various places, there est 
fulfilled in the land of Rus’ the prophecy which says: ‘In that day ae 
the deaf hear the words of a book and the tongue of the dumb udi 
clearly heard" There is, I submit, much significance in this vs s 
Quotation, It is a composite one, and is drawn from two PEN 
chapters of the Septuagint version of the Book of Isaiah, the fir 9 all 
from Isaiah 29:18, the second half from Isaiah 35:64 In ieee 
Context it describes the change in Israel's relation to Jahweh, zh ok 
the people's blindness and stupidity will give way to knowledge 
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and these will be accepted when the book is unsealed.** These words of 
Isaiah are in the Primary Chronicle adapted to the Russian people's 
new relationship to God after their conversion to Christianity; and *the 
words of a book" (Adyot Bifl.tov), by a translation both semantically 
accurate and creatively fitted to a new situation, are rendered in Sla- 
vonic as slovesa kniznaja, an expression which refers to the Christian 
Scriptures, but is also a technical term for the Scriptures and liturgy 
translated into the Slavonic tongue. 

The idea of applying the words of Isaiah to the Slav vernacular 
tradition was not an invention of the Russian chronicler. It has not, so 
far as I know, been observed that his conflation of the two quotations 
from Isaiah 29:18 and Isaiah 35:6 has an exact parallel in the fifteenth 
chapter of the Vita Constantini, which they are likewise combined and 
placed in a similar context. This chapter, which describes Constantine's 
work in Moravia, opens with the following words: *When Constantine 
arrived in Moravia Rastislav received him with great honor and, having 
assembled some disciples, he gave them to him to be instructed. He 
soon translated the whole of the ecclesiastical office, and taught them 
the services of matins, the canonical hours, vespers, compline, and the 
sacred liturgy. And, according to the words of the prophet, the ears of 
the deaf were unstopped, and they heard the words of a book (kniz'naa 
slovesa), and the tongue of the dumb was clearly heard." The similar- 
ity between these two passages in the Primary Chronicle and in the Vita 
Constantini is striking: both contain the same composite quotation 
drawn from two different chapters of the Book of Isaiah; both apply 
the prophet's Aóyouc [ifiov to the Slavonic vernacular; and there is 
an obvious analogy between Rastislav’s and Vladimir's educational 
measures: both are said to have assembled pupils and to have assigned 
them for instruction. There can be little doubt that the passage in the 
Russian Primary Chronicle is directly based on the opening section of 
the fifteenth chapter of Constantine's Life. And this leads to the follow- 
ing conclusions: firstly, borrowings by the Russian chronicler from the 
Vita Constantini are not confined to the early sections of the chronicle 
which go back to the Tale about the Translation of Books; secondly, 
the Russian chronicler, by making use of the fifteenth chapter of the 
Vita Constantini and quoting from it, implied a parallel between the 
introduction of the Slavonic liturgy and Scriptures into Moravia 
through the combined efforts of Constantine and Rastislav, and their 
transmission to Russia on the initiative of Vladimir; and thirdly, the 
chronicler was convinced that Vladimir's educational measures really 
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marked the beginning of the vernacular Slav tradition in Russia: in 
which belief, as we have seen, he was not altogether correct, 

We know regrettably little about Vladimir’s Slavonic schools; their 
beginnings cannot have been altogether smooth, to judge from the 
chronicler’s statement that the mothers of these conscripted pupils 
“wept over them, as though they were dead.” The brighter of these 
alumni, who must have become adults by the year 1000 at the latest, 
doubtless formed the nucleus of that educated élite which produced the 
earliest works of Russian literature in the first half of the eleventh 
century. This and the following generation of scholars must have 
taken an active part in the second of Russia's educational reforms, 
promoted by Vladimir's son Yaroslav and to which I alluded at the 
beginning of this chapter. This reform is described in the Primary 
Chronicle under the year 1037. Yaroslav, repeatedly termed a “lover of 
books,” which he is said to have read frequently night and day, 
“assembled many scribes and had them translate from Greek into the 
Slavonic language. And they wrote many books.” These books, we are 
told in a subsequent passage, were deposited by Yaroslav in the newly 
built church of St. Sophia in Kiev, the principal cathedral in the land. 

The origin and nationality of Yaroslav's translators are unknown. 
That some of them were Russians can scarcely be doubted. Others may 
have been Greeks or Slavs from Byzantium. It is very probable that the 
group included Bulgarian priests and scholars, some of them perhaps 
refugees who had fled their land after the Byzantine conquest in 1018. It 
is not impossible that some were Czechs. It has been suggested that the 
traces of various Slav languages found in some translations current in 
Rus’ at the time indicate that Yaroslav's translators formed a kind of 
international commission.9? Here, however, the historian finds himself 
on peculiarly slippery ground: he cannot safely venture over it before he 
has an answer to three questions: What writings of Greek religious and 
secular literature were available in Rus’ in the early Middle Ages? 
Which of these translations can with reasonable certainty be attributed 
to Russian hands? And of these Russian translations, which were exe- 
cuted in the reign of Yaroslav, that is between 1019 and 1054? On none 
of these questions do philologists appear to have reached a consensus of 
opinion. A. I. Sobolevsky supposed that nearly all the extant transla- 
tions made in Bulgaria in the ninth and tenth centuries Were available in 
Rus’ during the first centuries after the conversion.! The same scholar 
drew up a tentative list of thirty-four of these translations which, in his 
opinion, were done by Russians in the pre-Mongol period. These 
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include the Life of St. Andrew Salos, the Life of St. Theodore the 
Studite, the Monastic Rule of Studios, the Christian Topography of 
Cosmas Indicopleustes, Josephus Flavius’ History of the Jewish War, 
the Romance of Alexander, the Bee (MéA1664), the Physiologus, and 
the Devgenievo deyanie, generally regarded as a fragmentary Russian 
translation of an early version of Digenis Akritas.? V. M. Istrin, in his 
monumental edition and study of the Slavonic version of the Chronicle 
of Hamartolos, has argued that this work was translated in Kiev, in the 
forties of the eleventh century, by a Russian member of Yaroslav's pool 
of translators.5? But this view has been disputed, or at least modified, by 
several scholars.5* Philologists are always reminding us how difficult it 
is to distinguish on linguistic grounds an Old Church Slavonic text 
written in Rus' from one composed in Bulgaria or Bohemia, so homo- 
geneous, until the end of the eleventh century, was the common Sla- 
vonic written tradition.55 And the historian who seeks to avoid the 
dangers of overemphasizing the cultural achievements of Kievan Rus’ 
must surely heed these words of caution. He will admit the contribution 
made by Russian scholars, in the eleventh century and later, to the 
available store of Old Church Slavonic translations from Greek; he will 
acknowledge that many, perhaps most, of the translations available in 
the Kievan period came from Bulgaria; and, to complete the picture, he 
will also recognize that some literary works stemming from the very 
area where Constantine and Methodius had worked — Moravia and 
Bohemia—were brought to Rus’ in the eleventh century. Among these 
works, written in the Czech recension of Old Church Slavonic and 
available in the Kievan period, were the Martyrdom of St. Vitus, the 
Martyrdom of St. Apollinarius of Ravenna, and Gumpold's Life of St. 
Wenceslas of Bohemia —all translations from the Latin; and the origi- 
nal Slavonic Lives of St. Wenceslas and St. Ludmila. The cult of these 
two Czech saints in Kievan Rus’ is a striking but by no means isolated 
example of the close cultural and religious links which existed between 
Rus’ and Bohemia in the late tenth and in the eleventh century. at a 
time when Bohemia was still a living repository of the Cyrillo- 
lian tradition.*” 

Evidence of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition in eleventh-century 
Russian literature is not confined to Old Church Slavonic writings 
import into Rus’ from the Balkans and Bohemia. Significant traces 
of this tradition can also be found in the earliest products of native 
literature, composed in the Russian recension of Old Church Slavonic. 
In an anonymous Tale (Skazanie), written in the late eleventh or carly 
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twelfth century, describing the murder of the saintly princes Boris and 
Gleb, a parallel is drawn between their martyrdom and that of St. 
Wenceslas of Bohemia; and, as Professor Chyzhevsky has pointed 
out, the influence of Gumpold’s Life of St, Wenceslas can probably be 
detected in the approximately contemporary Vita (Chtenie) of Boris 
and Gleb by the monk Nestor, and in the Vita of St. Theodosius of the 
Kiev Monastery of the Caves by the same author. The connection 
between the cult of St. Wenceslas and that of Boris and Gleb acquires 
added significance if we recall that relics of these two Russian saints 
were deposited inside the altar of the Abbey of Sázava in Bohemia, that 
important center of the Slavonic liturgy and literature in the eleventh 
century.” 

It has been suggested by several scholars that the influence of the 
Cyrillo-Methodian tradition can also be detected in the attempts of 
some early Russian writers to define the place occupied by their nation 
within the Christian community. Professor Jakobson, in an essay 
entitled “The Beginnings of National Self-Determination in Europe,” 
has argued that a distinctive feature of the Cyrillo-Methodian heritage 
was the idea that a language used for the celebration of the liturgy 
acquires a sacred character, which is then assumed by the people which 
speaks it; and the cognate notion that every nation has its own particu- 
lar gifts and its own legitimate calling within the universal family of 
Christian peoples. This concept of national self-determination, he sug- 
gests, shaped the outlook of the early writers of Kievan Rus’;*! and with 
this view the late George Fedotov, to judge from his book The Russian 
Religious Mind, would have concurred." If the ideological basis of the 
Cyrillo-Methodian movement were thus defined, the theme of this 
study could legitimately be widened to include a discussion of national 
and patriotic motifs in early Russian literature; and of the attitude of its 
writers to the Byzantine Empire and to its claims to world supremacy. 
But these are problems too large and complex to be discussed here. 
Enough, I think, has been said to show that the Cyrillo-Methodian 
inheritance was a vital force in eleventh-century Rus’. 

IV 

We cannot, for lack of information, trace the continuous history of 
the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition in Rus’ after the early twelfth century. 
lt is only in the late Middle Ages that the evidence becomes clearer and 
more abundant. And this evidence suggests that in the late fourteenth 
and in the fifteenth century interest in the work of Cyril and Methodius, 
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which may have flagged somewhat after the early twelfth century, 
began to revive, and that attempts were made in that period to claim 
that their missionary activity, and particularly that of Constantine, had 
been directly connected with Rus’. The motive forces behind these 
unhistorical constructions were probably a renewed interest in Russia’s 
past history and international connections, a nationalistic desire of the 
Russians to claim some of the brothers’ achievement for themselves, 


| and, doubtless, genuine error. Thus, the anonymous Greek “philo- 
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sopher," who in the Primary Chronicle delivers a speech of inordinate 
length, and dubious orthodoxy, to persuade Vladimir to accept Byzan- 
tine Christianity, is in two fifteenth-century chronicles given the name 
Cyril; a Greek account of the conversion of Rus’ to Christianity, the 
so-called Banduri Legend, preserved in a fifteenth-century manuscript 
and partly based on a lost Slavonic source, contains the colorful story 
of the dispatch by the Emperor Basil I to Rus’ of two missionaries, 
Cyril and Athanasius, who baptized the Russians and taught them the 
Slavonic alphabet; finally a Russian text, found in a manuscript of 
the Tolkovaya Paleya, copied in 1494 and subsequently inserted in an 
account of the death of Cyril and the conversion of Vladimir, contains 
these words: “Be it known to all nations and all men. . that the Rus- 
sian alphabet was by God made manifest to a Russian in the city of 
Cherson; from it Constantine the philosopher learned, and with its 
help he composed and wrote books with Russian words.” The inter- 
est of this text, which is clearly based on the eighth chapter of the Vita 
Constantini,® lies in the author's attempt to interpret the passage, so 
hotly debated by modern scholars, which describes how Constantine 
during his stay in Cherson in the winter of 860-1 discovered a Gospel 
book and a Psalter written ruseskymi pismeny. It is curious to note 
that the attempt to interpret this passage of the Vita Constantini to 
mean that the Slavs had invented a Slavonic alphabet before Cyril—a 
view still vigorously championed by some East European scholars 
— goes back to an anonymous Russian patriot of the fifteenth century. 
These belated and factitious claims, and the somewhat antiquarian 
interest in the work of Cyril and Methodius which they reveal, bear 
some characteristic marks of the historical thinking of early Muscovite 
Russia. And yet the Russians of the fifteenth century could, with far 
better reason, point to a genuine and recent instance which showed 
that the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition was still a vital and creative force 
in their country. About 1378 a Russian monk by the name of Stephen 
went to preach the Gospel to the pagan Zyrians; this East Finnic 
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people, known today as Komi, lived in the northeastern part of Euro- 
pean Russia, in the basin of the Vychegda river, and we 
of the republic of Novgorod. Before embarking on his mission, Stephen 
learnt their language, invented a Zyrian alphabet and, with the approv- 
al of the Muscovite authorities, translated the liturgical books into 
Zyrian. He successfully Christianized his flock by Preaching and singing 
the offices in their vernacular, disputing with the pagan shamans, build- 
ing churches, and training disciples. In 1383 he was consecrated Bishop 
of Perm’, and spent the last fourteen years of his life ably administering 
his Zyrian diocese. He died in 1396, and was later canonized by the 
Russian Church. 

The striking analogy between the achievements of St. Stephen of 
Perm’ and those of Constantine-Cyril is pointedly emphasized by Ste- 
phen’s biographer and contemporary, Epiphanius the Most Wise. He 
calls Stephen “in truth the New Philosopher,” and describes him as an 
accomplished Greek scholar; champions the cause of vernacular litur- 
gies and Scriptures by quoting extensively from the defense of the 
Slavonic letters by the monk Khrabr, that knight-errant of the Cyrillo- 
Methodian tradition; and even improves on Khrabr by suggesting that 
although St. Cyril and St. Stephen were equal in goodness and wisdom, 
and though they performed tasks of the same importance, Stephen's 
merit was the greater, for whereas Cyril was assisted by his brother 
Methodius, Stephen had no help save from God.” 

Thus, at the end of our story, in the Russia of the late Middle Ages, 
we find the vitality of the Cyrillo-Methodian inheritance manifested not 
only in literary reminiscences, but also in the example of a man who in 
his personal life embodied the ideals and emulated the achievements of 
the two Byzantine missionaries. But in contrast to their performance 
the work of St. Stephen proved ephemeral. In the centralized Muscovy 
of the sixteenth century there was no place for the rights of vernacular 
languages, and the liturgical books of the Zyrians gradually fell into 
disuse.?! Yet Stephen's missionary achievements were applauded by the 
Russian Church; and, above all, the memory of those who had inspired 
his life-work — St. Cyril and St. Methodius — continued to be rever- 
ently cherished by his compatriots. It is significant that the great major- 
ity of the extant manuscripts — complete or fragmentary — of their Bd 
biographies come from Russia: forty-four out of fifty-nine i the en 
Constantini, fourteen out of sixteen for the Vita Methodi. Liturgic ^ 
offices for Sts. Cyril and Methodius are included in the early ipee 1 
Menaia, the oldest of which go back to the late eleventh century: one 
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these early hymns addresses Cyril as follows: “Cyril, glorious teacher of 
virtue, you taught the Moravians to give thanks to God in their own 
language, by translating God’s religion and its righteousness from 
Greek into the Slavonic language; therefore the Slavonic nations now 
rejoice and glorify God.”73 

In concluding this study, I feel impelled to express a feeling of doubt 
that frequently assailed me during its preparation. | am acutely con- 
scious of the fact that a historian who is not a trained philologist 
cannot, in discussing the Cyrillo-Methodian heritage in Russia, do 
justice to what he must surely acknowledge to be an essential, perhaps 
the essential, component of this heritage. I refer to the Old Church 
Slavonic language, acquired by the Russians partly in its Moravian but 
more especially in its Bulgarian recension, which became the medium 
for their religious expression and the foundation of their medieval 
literature, sacred and secular. Blending in the course of time with the 
native vernacular speech, later re-injected several times into the secular- 
ized Russian language by dictates of literary fashion, Old Church Sla- 
vonic has never ceased to enrich the vocabulary and the thought-world 
of the Russian people. The vernacular tradition which it created may 
have acted to some extent as a screen between the Russians and the 
culture of antiquity, and have been partly responsible for the fact that a 
good knowledge of Greek was comparatively rare in medieval Russia. 
Yet we must not forget that Old Church Slavonic was itself modelled 
on Greek; and that it enabled the Russians to produce an abundant 
literature of their own, which ranks high in the history of their culture. 

One element in this Church Slavonic tradition has proved of pecu- 
liar strength and vitality: the Christian liturgy, which so moved the 
Russian medieval chronicler that he attributed the conversion of his 
country to the beauty of the public worship in Constantinople," and 
which, in its Slavonic version, continues even today to bear witness to 
the undying strength of Orthodox Christianity in the midst of the 
Soviet atheistic state. c 

1 would justify this concluding reference to a contemporary situa- 
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“the divine shower of letters"'5 has been sent down upon the Slavonic 
nations. This sense of triumph is conveyed most powerfully in the 
opening verses of the thirty-fifth chapter of the Book of Isaiah, the very 
verses from which the author of the Vita Constantini, of the Russian 
Primary Chronicle and of the Life of St. Stephen of Perm’,” quoted to 
describe the bounty of the Slav vernacular tradition: *The wilderness and 
the dry land shall be glad, the desert shall rejoice and blossom; like the 
crocus it shall blossom abundantly, and rejoice with joy and singing. . . . 
Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall 
be unstopped. Then shall the lame man leap like a hart, and the tongue 
of the dumb shall be clearly heard. . . . They shall see the glory of the 
Lord, the splendor of our God.” 
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Cross, 63. The “trilingual heresy.” based on the view that Hebrew. Greek, and Latin are the only 
legitimate liturgical languages is ascribed by Constantine's biographer to the Latin clerics who opposed 
Constantine and Methodius in Moravia and who disputed with the former in Venice, See Vita 
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confusion of tongues which followed the building of the Tower of Babel I 
Genesim, PG. XII, col 112), was explicitly formulated by Gregory Nazaren Tomi L col- 
1. PG, XXXVI, col. 449). John Chrysostom (De Sancta Pemerodit Sor 
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und Vielfalt der Sprachen und Völker. 1 (Stuttgart, 1957). pp. 2369. 
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G janzen expressed the contrast between Babel and Pentecost in the following terms: ITA y 
Gres iiie tin uuipeens ray guvàv (vira ty mópyov dxodópovv oi KARE Kal ADE ne 
ites, Ganep Kai tay viv tokwaai tives) tÀ yàp THs povis Staordoet owsiakvðèv tò 
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Romanus, together with his brother Boris (the former tsar of Bulgaria) fled from Constantinople to 
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Literature from the Eleventh Century to the End of the Baro 

masterpiece of this literature, the Sermon on Law and. Gar ty A reese 
the subject of an excellent critical edition and study by L. Miller, Des Monopoli wens 
Lobrede auf Vladimir den Heiligen und Glaubensbekenninis (Wiesbaden, 1962) aen Marion 
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The complete text of the “Banduri Legend" was published by V. Regel (Analecta Brzantino- 
Russica [St. Petersburg. 1891}, pp. 44-51; cf. ibid.. pp. xix-xxxii) and by 1, Sakkelion (Ameis 
ixpifiic onus {Pantiodn tò xàv ' Pócov voc, ix naxyiaxod yerpoypágov Exdrdonévn [(Athens, 
1891). The scorn poured on this work by Golubinsky (/storiva russkoy tserkvi. Y. pp. 247-52) is not 
altogether justified. For a more balanced assessment of its historical value, see I. Duitev. le 
testimonianze bizantine sui Ss. Cirillo e Metodio,” Miscellanea francescana. Rivista di scienze. lertere 
ed arti, LXIII (Rome, 1963), pp. 10-4. 
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Angelov. "Kirilometodievoto delo i ideayata za slavyansko edinstvo v sta 


*Povest vremennykh leti ee 


i ist ol the view that the passage refers 
oe zin Kinla i Melon 
i ten à is Vita Constantini, sec 
[Sofia, 1952}, pp. 48-52). For earlier attempts to interpret this passage of the Fa OPE 
bibliographies in Ilinsky. op. cit., pp. 66-7. and in Popruzhenko and Resa US 


convincing is the view of A. Vaillant, who argued that russkym is a misspelling for io 


E BYZANTIUM AND THE SLAVS. 


Syriac letters: “Les ettres russes de ln ede Constantin.” Revue des érudes slaves. XV (1935). pp. 75-7. 
Cf. R. pis “Saint Constantin et la langue syriaque.” Annuaire de l'Institut de Philologie er 
P Histoire orientales et slaves, VI (1939-44). pp. 181-6: Selected Writings, Vl, 1. pp. 153-8. For a 

‘discussion of the problem of possible attempts before Constantine to create a Slavonic 
iphabet, sce 1. Dujgev. Vüpresit za vizantsko-savyanskite otnosheniva i vizantiiskite opiti a 
Sibdvane na slavyanska azbuka pre parvata polovina na IX vek.” f2vesriva na Instiruta za Bulgarska 
‘Atoriva, Bülgarska Akademiya na Naukite, VII (1957). pp- 241-67. j 

"White sv. Stefana, episkopa Permskogo, ed. by V. Druzhinin, photomechanic reprint with an 
introduction by D. CPevki [Chyzhevsky] [The Hague, 1959]. CT. G. Lytkin, “Pyativotletie vyryans- 
kogo kraya.” Zhurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosveshcheniva, CCXXX (1883). pp. 275-326: id.. 
Zirvansky krap pri episkopakh permskikh i zyryansky vazvk (St. Petersburg, 1889). Golubinsky, 
dstoriva russkoy txerkvi, 1. 1, pp. 262-96. 

Zhitie sv. Stefana, pp. 8. 69. 70-3, The analogy may be carried further by observing that both the 
‘Moravian and the Zyrian missions had a political aspect. Cyril and Methodius were ambassadors of the 
Byzantine Emperor to Moravia; Stephen's work among the Zyrians enjoyed the active support of the 
Muscovite secular authorities, who seized this opportunity of extending their influence over the 
Novgorodian lands along the Vychegda river, which they annexed in the fifteenth century. For the 
relations between Stephen and Prince Dimitri of Moscow. see Zhitie sv. Stefana, p. S9; for the political 

‘of the Zyrian missions, see Ocherki Istorii SSSR. Period Feodalizma, IX-XV vv., 2 
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“Lavrov, Marerialy,p. 115. Cf. R. Jakobson. "The Slavic Response to Byzantine Poetry.” Actes du 
HEIN cie Nonas ias 1963) pp. 261-2 1d.. Selected Writings. V 
Povest’, 1, p. 75; Cross, p. 111. 

JT rébujusbe dida Boii bukvi": Prologue to the Holy Gospels, in Lavrov, Materialy. p. 197. 
"Like the author of the Vita Constantini and the Russian chronicler, Epiphanius, in his biography of 
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CHAPTER IX 


STS. CYRIL AND METHODIUS 
AND THE CHRISTIANIZATION OF THE SLAVS* 


The 1100th anniversary of the mission of Sts. Cyril and Metho- 
dius to Moravia was celebrated in 1963; this celebration was marked 
in many countries by the publication of symposia and commemora- 
tive volumes concerned with the historical work of the two apostles to 
the Slavs. Two things appear clear in these works: the almost inex- 
haustible richness of the present-day bibliography on this subject and 
the complexity of a number of historical and philological problems 
posed by this Byzantine mission to modern scholarship. In a paper on 
so general a theme, it is clearly impossible to mention more than a few 
of these problems, Furthermore, it does not seem very useful simply 
to summarize the principle events of the lives of Cyril and Methodius; 
or to attempt a study in depth of one or another detail of this mission 
as presented in the sources in order to suggest some new solution. My 
intention here is rather to follow a middle course between these two 
extremes, and to attempt a kind of compromise between the methods 
of synthesis and analysis. 1 would like to single out some of the main 
events and results of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission not in the form of 
a continuous narrative, but by grouping and st 
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in the context of an encounter between Byzantine civilization and the 
cultural aspirations of the Slav peoples, an encounter which was both 
tension and synthesis. This method, I hope, will permit us to see our 
theme more clearly from a threefold point of view: religious, political, 
and cultural. 

The first thing to remember is that Cyril and Methodius were both 
missionaries and diplomats. This double role resulted from the close 
relationship which existed, especially from the sixth century onwards, 
between the evangelical ideal of the Byzantine Church and the foreign 
policy of the empire. The last was established by identifying the Pax 
Romana and the Pax Christiana, and found expression in the belief, 
held by the Byzantines, that they alone, the Rhomaioi, had been con- 
secrated to the service of Christ by the emperor Constantine, and were 
therefore the new chosen people who had the duty to bring the Gospel 
to the barbarians of the whole world. This explains the Byzantine 
missionary's dual role: as an apostolic figure sent to extend the bound- 
aries of the kingdom of God and an ambassador of East Roman 
imperialism. To such an ambassador was naturally attached some- 
thing of the pomp and majesty of his political sovereign. Missionaries 
and diplomats of Byzantium, Cyril and Methodius were also Byzan- 
tines of their time, typical representatives, no matter how eminent, of 
the cultural elite of their period.! The revival of monastic spirituality 
and of humanistic scholarship in the ninth century, which some histo- 
rians have termed the “Byzantine renaissance,” remaine imprinted on 
their thought and their careers. Methodius the monk and Cyril the 
scholar, professor at the Ui 
Photius, the greatest huma 


admirably personified these 
he ninth century. This was a 


mission. The Slavonic 
is monastic profession) 
his role as a spokesman 


[ ed his faith openly in the universality of the 
vete riae was: “Our empire is that of 


of heaven shall set up a king- 
ind the kingdom shall not be left 
€ in pieces and consume all these 


Sts. Cyril and Methodius m 


kingdoms. and it shall stand forever "ie Later, during their mission to 
the Slavs and until the end of their lives, Cyril and Methodius loyally 
served their temporal sovereign, the emperor of Byzantium; on the eve. 
of his monastic profession in Rome, fifty days before his death in 869, 
Cyril, according to his Vita, considered himself to be the “servant of 
the emperor.” Similarly, Methodius sent his solemn blessing to the 
same emperor two days before his death in 885.5 

Since the missionary activity of Cyril and Methodius tallied so 
well with the goals of Byzantine foreign policy in the second half of 
the ninth century, we would expect to see their mission supported by 
the state authorities: this is indeed what we find in the sources, espe- 
cially in the Slavonic biographies of the two missionary brothers, writ- 
ten in the ninth century. The Vita Constantini tells us that the 
emperor and his counsellors asked Cyril to undertake the mission to 
the Moravians after their prince Rastislav had sent a request to Con- 
stantinople in 862 asking for a missionary who could preach in the 
Slavonic language. However, the essential instrument required for the 
success of the mission, an alphabet, had not yet been developed. 
According to the emperor Michael III, his two predecessors, Theophi- 
lus and Michael II, had sought in vain for such an alphabet.* After 
the invention by Cyril of the Slavonic letters, ie. the Glagolitic 
alphabet, the emperor showed himself very conscious of the value of 
this instrument for the evangelization of the Slav peoples. He wrote: 
"Accept a gift greater and more precious than any gold or silver, than 
any precious stones or any treasure — so that you can be counted 
among the great peoples who glorify God in their own language." 
Unfortunately. we have no information on the relations of Cyril and 
Methodius with Byzantium during the years that followed their arrival 
in Moravia in 863. Ecclesiastically, Moravia was in the Roman sphere 
f influence, while politically it was in the Frankish orbit: this situa- 
tion obliged the brothers to turn to the pope. and resulted in ud 
journey to Rome where they received the full support of Hadrian 
for the use of the Slavonic liturgy. After Cyril's death, Mn bn 
appointed archbishop of Pannonia and papal legate to the Paris 
nations. It is possible that these two servants of the Pea yx 
estranged for a while from their Byzantine homeland, especia Hes di 
ing the conflict which, between 863 and 877, divided the Re a 
Rome and Byzantium over the affair of the patriarch eee ae 
be that this cooling of relations explains the nino DUE ud 
kish priests, Methodius’ sworn enemies, were spreading 2 
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Moravia. “The emperor,” they alleged, ‘is angry with Methodius, and 
if he is found he will not escape alive.” In the event these rumors were 
shown to be false: about 882 Methodius went to Constantinople at the 
invitation of the Emperor Basil I. His biography tells us that Basil as 
well as the Patriarch Photius received him well. Before his return to 
his central European diocese, Methodius left two of his disciples in 
Constantinople along with the liturgical books that he and his brother 
had translated into Slavonic from Greek.’ The lively interest which the 
Byzantine authorities at this time showed in the Slavonic liturgy as a 
means of evangelizing the Slavs appears in another episode which 
took place soon after the death of Methodius in 885. A number of 
Methodius's disciples, arrested by the Moravian authorities hostile to 
the Slavonic liturgy, and sold into slavery, were redeemed in Venice 
by an agent of the emperor and sent to Constantinople, where they 
obtained positions in the Church.'° 

It is clear therefore that in the second half of the ninth century the 
Byzantine government gave the widest support to the work of Cyril 
and Methodius; and it is worth noting that this support was part of 
the intense missionary effort which enabled the Byzantine Church in 
the second half of the ninth century to convert the Bulgarians, the 
Serbians, and the Russians to Christianity. So in this sense it may 
truly be said Cyril and Methodius embodied a Christian universalism 
which, in a period of unsurpassed cultural expansion, the church and 
the empire of Byzantium brought to the new nations of Europe. 

We should, however, avoid the danger of idealizing this Byzantine 
universalism. It can scarcely be doubted that the support given by 
the Byzantine government to the Slavonic liturgy was motivated in 
good part by political interest. Byzantine diplomatists knew from 
long experience the wisdom of ensuring the loyalty of the satellite 
Peoples toward the empire by timely concessions to their national 
sensivities. It seems, moreover, that when Cyril invented the Slavonic 


il and Methodius 
Sts. Cyril ara P 
the Slavonic liturgy, whom the biographer, for 
rudence, does not name, but who presum; 

Ti of Constantinople. We may Hes ri rs iei 
supported a doctrine, especially popular in the West, that the divine 
office could be celebrated only in three languages: Hebrew. hee 
and Latin. Cyril and his disciples called this attitude "the three iar: 
guages heresy;" he strongly attacked it during his spirited defense of 
the Slavonic liturgy against its detractors in Venice.!2 

In Byzantium, during the second half of the ninth century, there 
were then two opposing attitudes: one accepting and the other con- 
testing the legitimacy of the Slavonic liturgy. On what were these 
two opinions based, and who were their advocates? It is not easy to 
answer these questions. In the first place, it seems to me, we should 
consider them in a larger context and distinguish the Byzantine atti- 
tudes to vernacular liturgical languages adopted at different times. It 
is remarkable that these views display the same dualism, ambiguity, 
and tension between rigorism and liberalism that we have detected in 
the Byzantine attitudes toward the use of the Slavonic language in the 
liturgy. In principle, the Byzantines, who regarded themselves as citi- 
zens of a supra-national empire, recognized the right of every people 
to pray and glorify the Lord in its own language. Thus in a sermon 
preached in Constantinople, St. John Chrysostom rejoiced in the fact 
that the Gothic community of the capital could preach Christianity in 
its own language, and affirmed the right of barbarian peoples to 
become members of the great Christian family. This sermon by the 
&reat doctor of the eastern Church was not forgotten in Byzantium; 
and it is possible, as Professor Sevéenko has suggested, that Cyril had 
it in mind during his controversy with the "trilingualists" in Venice. 
Trilingualism, moreover, appears in a list of doctrinal errors imputed 
to the Latin Church in a Byzantine work probably dating from the 
eleventh or twelfth century; the author claims that the Latins teach 
that “the Divinity is to be honored in three languages only, Hebrew, 
Greek, and Latin.”!5 From this same twelfth century we have two 
other Byzantine statements approving of liturgies in non-Greek ar 
guages. The celebrated canonist Theodore Balsamon, in reply t0 P 
Patriarch of Alexandria who asked of him whether the Dus an 
a ian priests in Egypt should be required to celebrate ie is 
in the Greek language, stated: “Those who are wholly ignorant o! 

language may celebrate in their own languages 
exact copies of the usual sacred prayers written clearly on scrolls 


reason of tact or 
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in Greek letters.” At about the same time, Eustathius, metropolitan 
‘of Thessalonica, declared that the word of the Lord could be preached 
in any language." The educated Byzantine knew very well that the 
principle of non-Greek liturgical languages had been recognized in 
eastern Christendom for a long time. In his discussions in Venice, 
Cyril rightly cited the example of nations "who possess writing and 
render glory to God, each in his own tongue;" in this list we find among 
others, Armenians, Persians, Georgians, Goths, Khazars, Arabs, and 
Egyptians.'* 
Do these statements allow us to postulate, as Professor Dujéev 
does, “a fundamental Byzantine conception in favor of national lan- 
guages?"? This concept, in my view, calls for some qualification. We 
should not forget how convinced the cultivated Byzantine was of the 
superiority of Greek over all other languages; for him these ‘barbarian’ 
languages remained impenetrable to true civilization: and the notor- 
ious Byzantine snobs, such as Anna Comnena or Theophylact of 
Ohrid, felt obliged to apologize from time to time to their Greek read- 
ers for using proper names of ‘barbarian’ origin.” 
Even Latin aroused the contempt of some Byzantines; thus the 
emperor Michael IIl, the very man who sent Constantine-Cyril to 
Moravia, declared in a letter to the pope that Latin was a barbarian 
and ‘Scythian’ language;?! and in the early thirteenth century, Michael 
Choniates, the learned metropolitan of Athens, proclaimed that asses 
would more readily perceive the melodious sound of the lyre and 
dung-beetles perfume, than the Latins comprehend the harmony and 
elegance of the Greek language.” This linguistic snobbery could very 
well co-exist with the belief, at least theoretical, that the barbarian 
could lose his barbarian nature by becoming a Christian and a 
member of the Byzantine community;? However, there existed even 
‘on the religious level an ambiguity and tension between the superiority 
complex of literate Byzantines and their belief that in Christ there is 
neither Greek nor Gentile. This double-think no doubt reflected the 
tension between the Hellenic and Christian traditions which was never 
holly overcome in Byzantium. 
he enthusiasm of some modern historians who lavish praise on 
Byzantines f favored the Slavonic liturgy should be 
with some reservations In the first place it should not be 


sis. Cyril and Methodius 35 
were not only jelmistianized but hellenized _The emperor Leo VI tells 
us that his father Basil I was able to a similate the Slavs into th 
empire by three means: he imposed Byzantine governors on there s 
baptized them; and he made Greeks of them (graikorsa) Thaw gee 
never any question, it seems, of giving them the right to celebrate ie 
liturgy in Slavonic; and the recent attempt of Professor Du to 
show that the evidence of the Vita Constantini concerning the efforts 
of Michael III's two predecessors to discover a Slavonic alphabet ap- 
plies to the Slavs within the empire seems to me unconvincing, 
The passage from the Vita which 1 have already quoted shows 
that on the eve of the Moravian mission there were persons in Byzan- 
tium. probably belonging to the clergy, who were opposed in principle 
to the Slavonic liturgy. Thirty years later this same Opposition showed 
itself in a foreign mission field, Bulgaria. After the death of Methodius 
in 885, an important group of his disciples, exiled by the Moravian 
government, found refuge in Bulgaria. Recently converted to Chris- 
tianity by Greek missionaries, Bulgaria had been firmly attached to 
the Byzantine Church in 870. It seems, however, that Boris of Bulga- 
tia and a section of the Bulgarian aristocracy, though anxious to 
absorb Byzantine civilization, feared that the Greek clergy who admin- 
istered their Church might become the instruments of Byzantine polit- 
ical control. The experience of neighboring Moravia must have sug- 
gested one way out of this dilemma: the best way to enable Bulgaria 
to accept Byzantine Christianity and culture without prejudice to its 
Political independence was to obtain a Slavonic clergy and a liturgy in 
the vernacular, It is understandable then that the disciples of Metho- 
dius were warmly welcomed by the Bulgarian ruler. Thus, in the clas- 
sic words of Fr. Dvornik, the work of Cyril and Methodius was 
“saved by the Bulgarians.”? This salvaging was accompanied by a 
remarkable flowering of literature in Old Church Slavonic, especially 
in Macedonia and in Preslav, the Bulgarian capital. This literary work 
Was inspired by Clement and Naum, two disciples of Methodius, ud 
encouraged by the new ruler Symeon, Boris’ son. It was in large part a 
literature of translations, though some original works were d 
Posed. This corpus of writings constitutes an important d cR 
history of the transmission of Byzantine culture to the Slavs. ee 
to this literature, mostly written in Cyrillic, Slavonic became, ins 
eek and Latin, the third international language of Europe: mo 
Femained during the Middle Ages the sacred language o deste d 
Slavs — the Bulgarians, the Russians. and the Serbs — Who 
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their religion and the foundation of their culture from Byzantium.” 

One of the most original works of this body of literature is a short 
treatise on the Slavonic alphabet, written at the end of the ninth or the 
beginning of the tenth century by the monk Khrabr. It is a moving 
defense of the Slav alphabet which. the author considered. was super- 
ior to the Greek alphabet for a very medieval reason: it was invented 
all at once by a saint, Cyrik im contrast. the Greek alphabet was 
created in several stages by pagan Greeks. Khrabr's treatise is a clearly 
polemical work directed against those whom Cyril. Khrabr's master. 
called trilingualists. It is clear from the content of this work that this 
Slavic monk had personal disputes with them. presumably in Bulgaria 
There can be little doubt that Khrabr's treatise was an attempt to 
justify and exalt the work of Cyril and Methodius in the eyes of the 
Greek missionary clergy in Bulgaria. a section of which was hostile to 
the Slavonic liturgy.” 

In the second half of the ninth century. Slavonic was not the only 
mon-Greek liturgical language which provoked the hostility of the 
Byzantine trilingualists. An episode in the Life of St. Hilarion of IPer- 
ia written in Georgian no later than the end of the tenth century. 
shows that even the Georgian tongue, one of the oldest liturgical lan- 
guages of the East. was scorned by these extreme philhellenes: a group 
of Georgian monks led by St. Hilarion was brutally treated by the 
abbot of a Greek monastery on Mt. Olympus in Bithynia. These 


his personal protection, the emperor placed his 
Alexander (both future emperors), in their care 
À ch them “the sacred letters” and the Geor- 
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Sis. Cyril and Methodus "es 
tinople. Bulgaria and Asia Minor. For (| 

acceptable liturgical language in the Meilen ies the only 

1al point of view was no doubt based in part on diplomatie capto 

tions: the best way to ensure the political and ecclesiastical loyalty of 
the Christian neighbors of the empire was to make concessions to 

their desire for cultural autonomy. As for the "opposition" party. they 

no doubt raised arguments of a practical and professional nature. For 
the conservative circles of the Byzantine clergy. the Slavonic liturgy 

represented a break with tradition. threatened their monopoly of litur- 
gical expertise. added to the practical difficulties of their missionary 

work. and perhaps offended their aesthetic sensitivities. Here again we 
lack precise data. but it is tempting to assume that the “liberal and 
“rigorist” groups who fought over the legitimacy of the Slavonic 
liturgy were related respectively to the “moderates” and “extremists” 
whose disputes figure prominently in the history of the Byzantine 
Church! In such a context we can perhaps best understand why. at 
least in the ninth century, the imperial power pursued towards the 
Slavs outside the empire a pragmatic policy based on the principle of 
oikonomia, while the conservative sections of the clergy were hostile 
to all concessions. These conservatives stood for traditional rigorism 
based on the opposite principle of akribeia. 

We should not. to be sure. oversimplify matters. There were no 
doubt supporters of the Slavonic liturgy among the Byzantine clergy. 
and it is certain that the Patriarch Photius supported and encouraged 
these missionary efforts. On the other hand. some Byzantine ecclesias- 
tics seem to have had an equivocal position on this question: the 
famous archbishop of Ohrid. Theophylact. is a good example. At the 
end of the eleventh century, while expressing at times the deepest 
scorn for his Bulgarian flock, he wrote a Vita of St. Clement of Ohrid 
based in part on a previous Slavonic Vita, in which he heaped the 
Most lavish praise on Cyril and Methodius.* m 

Iti probable that the attitude of the Byzantines toward the indi- 
genous Slavic traditions varied with the distance of a given county 

Constantinople: in Russia. for example. whose 
ness from the capital rendered any consistent effort 
impossible, the Byzantine clergy appear to have 
‘Slavonic as a liturgical and literary language. In respon 
Within the empire. there was no question of such linguists - attitudes 
— To sum up the results of this inquiry into the Bani 8) jast 
fowards the work of Cyril and Methodius, this anode 
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resort appears complex and ambiguous. For my part, on this still 
controversial question, 1 am inclined to take an intermediate position 
between the view of Father F. Dvornik and I. Dujéev who insist on 
the generosity of Byzantium toward the Slav national tradition, and 
the opposite point of view expressed by D. Angelov and I. Ševčenko 
who tend to stress the cultural imperialism of the Byzantines. It seems 
to me that these contradictory attitudes co-existed and sometimes 
clashed in the religious policy of Byzantium. In the final analysis, this 
ambiguity has it roots in the tension which was never wholly resolved 

in Byzantium between the classical heritage and the Christian ideal. 
Passing now from the giver to the receiver, from Byzantium to the 
Slavs, what attitudes can be detected towards the work of Cyril and 
Methodius among its immediate beneficiaries? In order to attempt an 
answer to this question, we must first measure the extent of the debt 
the Slays owe to these two Byzantine missionaries: a task which 
obviously goes far beyond the framework of the present discussion. 
To attempt this task we would have to consider how a mission, whose 
limited goal was to preach Christianity to the Moravians in their own 
language, ended by giving the Slavs the foundation of their medieval 
culture: its principal elements were a Slavonic liturgy in a rich, flex- 
ible, and intelligible language; the Christian scriptures translated into 
this same tongue; access to the Greek patristic tradition; and a lan- 
ones: een In once modeled on Greek and close to 

tongue, which became the common literary idi 
the Bulgarians, the Russians, the Ukrainians and the Serbs. A wok 
new world was opened to the Slavs by the work of Cyril and Metho- 
dius, The task which I propose to undertake is more modest. I would 
like to show by three examples how the Orthodox Slavs, who built up 
a veritable cult around the work of Cyril and Methodius, displayed in 
their appreciation of this work a certain creative originality. / 
eg Erster to set of oet self-determina- 
1 eoncepi. founded lea that a language used in 
pcdes language and that the people who speak 
senda peat ie fied & lence every Christian nation which has 
jelly ore ig special place and mission in the univer- 
3 Christian people. Of course, this idea was never formu- 
least in the medieval period, i 
ies ee in so general and abstract a 
applied to the Slavs, the concept appears in sev- 
longing to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition: 

tradition: espe- 


the poetic Prologue (the Proglas) to 


1 id Methodius 
‘sts. Cyril an 25 
Slavonic Gospel Book which many schola; i ‘ 
m and in the Russian Primary Chon es 
notion that the Slavs, converted to Christianity and endowed E 
alphabet of their own, became a “new people” — an expression i 
find in several classic works of the Cyrillo- Methodian tradition: in us 
panegyric to the two brothers, written in Moravia soon after 885:3 A 
the Alphabetical Prayer of Constantine the Priest, composed in Bul- 
garia at the end of the ninth century,” in the Sermon on Law and 
Grace by the Russian metropolitan Hilarion in the eleventh century; 
and in the Russian Chronicle. In order to show that these “new peo- 
ple." though late-comers, occupy a position in the community of 
Christian nations in no way inferior to that of the others, several wri- 
ters of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition cited the parable in St. Mat- 
thew’s Gospel of the householder who hired workers to work in his 
vineyard; those who were hired at the eleventh hour received the same 
salary as those who had worked from the beginning. This parable was 
applied to the Slavs by the anonymous author of the panegyric to 
Cyril and Methodius,” to the Bulgarians by Theophylact of Ohrid® 
(more probably by the Slavonic source he used), to the Russians by 
Nestor in his Vita of Boris and Gleb! and to the Zyrians of northern 
Russia who were converted in the fourteenth century and given a 
liturgy in their own language; this last story is told in a biography of 
St. Stephen of Perm’ by Epiphanius the Wise who compares his 
hero to St. Cyril? This concept of self-determination, in which the 
national feeling of the Orthodox Slavs was sublimated by the notion 
of a community of Christian peoples, marks an attempt by the Slavs 
to define the place they occupied in this community; and they did this 
by appealing to the tradition of Cyril and Methodius. 
.. My second example will show that these same Slavs attem] A 
justify their self-determination in a wider context and by meam a 
more ambitious arguments. The text of a letter by Pope Hadrian I1 
TUS is in which the bishop of 
princes Rastislav, Svatopluk, and Kotsel in whic dut 
Rome authorized the use of the Slavonic liturgy in Moravia ap ike 
Pannonia is cited in a Slavonic translation in the Vila ee a en 
tdg quotes a passage from the second ipe Lae Spirit in the 
: Ostles where we read about the descent o Betis text clearly 
‘orm of tongues of fire on the apostles at Pentecost. Merhodii the 
implies that for the pope and for the author of the pe ue was equi- 
Appearance of the Slavonic liturgy and the Cyrillic alphabe P Jess 
Yalent to a second Pentecost, The same idea is expressed 
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clearly, in this verse of the Prologue to the Slavonic Gospel Book: 
“Christ comes to gather the nations and tongues.” But the apologetic 
intention of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition went further still, and in 
one of its writings the theme of Pentecost. applied to the Slavonic 
literature, acquired a more universal dimension. In a passage of the 
medieval Russian Chronicle, a contrast is drawn between the present 
unity of the Slavonic languages and the ancient multiplicity of human 
tongues which was born of the Tower of Babel. This contrast appears 
in the fact that the chronicle’s account of Cyril and Methodius is 
preceded by an introduction (based largely on the Slavonic translation 
of the Byzantine chronicles of John Malalas and George the Monk) 
which begins with the story (based on the Book of Genesis) of the 
division of the earth among the sons of Noah after the Flood, and 
ends with a brief account of the building of the Tower of Babel. It 
states that when the Lord scattered His people over the face of earth, 
the original unity of mankind gave way to a multiplicity of languages 
and nations, The chronicler follows this biblical introduction with the 
story of the origins and dispersal of the Slavonic peoples; and he 
includes the Slavs among the seventy-two nations who were scattered 
from the Tower of Babel. The conclusion seems to me inescapable 
that for the Russian chronicler the invention of the Slavonic vernacu- 
lar writing was an extension of the miracle of Pentecost by which the 
Holy Spirit abolished the confusion of tongues which sprang from the 
Tower of Babel.‘ The idea that Pentecost abolished the results of 


“clam aware that the method I have just used to interpret these 
Tro avons tp iran Chronicle must be applicd with prudence: it is 


ril and Methodius 
sis. Cyril 25 
detect in his thinking the triple relation between 
Pentecost, and the Tower of Babel, the method, 
to valid results. 

I propose to apply the am method to my third example which 
will serve as a conclusion to my paper. Here we will be dealing neithe 
with the self-determination of the Slavs within the Christian pias 
ity nor with the role of the heritage of Cyril and Methodius in the 
universal history of human salvation, but with an exegesis at once 
more immediate and more spontaneous: we shall witness an attempt 
by medieval Slavonic authors, anchored in the tradition of Cyril and 
Methodius, to exalt this heritage by seeing in it an element of the 
transfiguration of the whole creation by the advent of the kingdom of 
God. Their exegesis was based on two passages of the prophet Isaiah: 
“In that day shall the deaf hear the words of the book" (Is. 29:18), and. 
“the tongue of the dumb shall be clearly heard,” (Is. . In the 
Septuagint version the two passages read as follows: Kai dxovaovra £v 
tH rjuépa. éxcivy Kepoi Adyous Pif2iov. . .kai tavi) čata yAdooa poyi- 
AdAcv. The first of these passages is paraphrased in the anonymous 
panegyric of Cyril and Methodius," and is quoted in the Prologue to 
the Slavonic Gospel Book:** in these two cases, the apologetic inten- 
tion is obvious: the miraculous healing of the deaf and the dumb was 
achieved by the Slavonic letters. The second passage is applied by 
metropolitan Hilarion of Kiev to the conversion of the Russians.” 
The full scope of this exegesis, however, is apparent only in three 
other works of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition, whose authors com- 
bine the two quotations from Isaiah: the ninth century Vita Constan- 
tini, the Russian Primary Chronicle, compiled at the end of the elev- 
enth century or the beginning of the twelfth, and the Vita of a 
Stephen of Perm’ by Epiphanius, written at the end of the fore 
century. The first two authors took the words of ah 
their biblical context were applied to the change in the FED do 
lished in the first place by the Slavs, and in the wend ee 
Russian i after their conversion to Christianity 

i people, with God ion “the words of 

acquisition of the Slavonic letters. The idem referred to the 
a book" (logoi bibliou) which in the Book of Isaiah POT ci, 
Commandments of the Lord, was translated in s ndi 
Yonic by slovesa knizhnaya, an expression whic! translated into 
ian scriptures and the scriptures and liturgy 


hirty-fifth chapter of the 


the Slavonic liturgy, 
1n my opinion, leads 


Slavonic, 
It is thus in the context of the t 


Book of 
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Isaiah, from which these verses are in part taken, that these scriptural 
passages acquire the importance that the Slavic exegetes attributed to 
them, In the last analysis, it is in the context of cosmic joy and tri- 
umph that the Slavonic apology for the work of Cyril and Methodius 
received its metaphysical justification. The whole of this chapter of 
Isaiah could be applied to the transformation in the life of the Sla- 
vonic peoples brought about by the work of the two apostles of the 
Slavs. I will confine myself to citing this passage: “The wilderness and 
the dry land shall be glad, the desert shall rejoice and blossom; like the 
crocus it shall blossom abundantly, and rejoice with joy and singing. . . 
Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf 
shall be unstopped. Then shall the lame man leap like a hart, and the 
tongue of the dumb shall be clearly heard. . . . They shall see the glory 
of the Lord, the splendor of our God.” 
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CHAPTER X 


THE BOGOMILS* 


The history of the Bogomil sect in the Balkans is a subject whose 
importance greatly transcends its historical and geographical setting. 
The student whose preliminary investigations have convinced him that 
Bogomilism was not simply an obscure heresy which flourished in a 
distant corner of the Balkan peninsula some time in the Middle Ages 
may be justly astonished at the number and versatility of its implica- 
tions. To scholars and experts in widely different subjects Bogomilism 
still offers many an unexplored, or half-explored, gold-mine. Thus, for 
example, the theologian and the philosopher can find in the Bogomil 
sect one of the most interesting examples of the growth on European 
soil in the early Middle Ages of a system of thought and a way of life 
which may be termed “dualistic.” The specialist in the history of East- 
em Europe—Byzantinist and Slavist alike—will grant to Bogomilism 
an important place in the ecclesiastical, political, social and literary 
heritage, and even in the contemporary folklore, of the Balkan peo- 
ples. A detailed study of Bogomilism should help a Western medieval- 
ist to shed new light on the still obscure problem of the historical 
Connections between Asiatic Manichaeism and the medieval dualistic 
movement of Western Europe, particularly of the Italian Patareni and 


i i France. This connection, if 
or Albigenses of Southern ble church historians to 
in the thousand 


‘Yeardong chain leading 
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tion of the relations, cultural and religious, between Eastern and 
‘Western Europe, the urgency of which is increasingly perceived at the 
time, not only from the standpoint of European history, but 
also with the practical view to rapprochement or reunion between 
Western and Eastern Christianity. 
It is hoped that this survey ofa very wide problem might serve as 
a contribution to the knowledge of a subject which so far has been 
almost entirely neglected in this country and thus improve on the 
conclusions of Gibbon who, in his Decline and Fall, dismisses the 
ee m coord footnote with the remark: “a sect of Gnostics, 
Among the ever-recurring problems which have confroi 
nted hu- 
Eos reason throughout the ages one of the most complex is that of 
Posh e origin of evil. Whenever man seeks to support his 
by by rational thinking, sooner or later he is led to the 
problem reconciling the absolute qualities he attributes to God with 
Ei meo limited and contingent character of the world he lives in. 
He aphysician i Vi scans pas explain the possibility of 
relation between the the finite, between the perfecti. 
i d je perfection 
Piu Ee y" the imperfection of the creature, between God and 
Fs NA lose deed without being philosophers, believe 
Body iid i n and that He has created the 
DOR cannot Tet " in this world moral and physical 
fos im ae ty, Ys ae bred present. How 
ind the ied EE cause of evil? 
Behind en ism aie problem of evil attempted by 
S pesek d racio oe dele main attitudes of mind, radi- 
Erin e EUN is based on the belief in a fun- 
above A ge Oden is the world created by Him. It was 
Book of Genesi eee Le clearly mirrored in the 
throughout its his world, created by God, is good. Judaism, 
‘between the Infinite ad Leases the profound nature of the relation 
son it cen E eme 
God; thus it recognized os ia the reality of a fact willed by 
t the "be work. pou Providence in the world 
Lon. eee n human history in preparing the 
e. TE ud m des roclaimed P its belief in the ultimate 
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man, recognized that the gulf betwe 
et been finally bridged and that the aoe 
the Creator Himself had entered was not only of positi cee ti 
even capable of sanctification. Henceforth to those ae bes cs 
eien ommensurabilty of God and the material Soil sr e 
ibility of contact between them Christianity was able to a hs 
God created the world, became man and will raise up the Mos uo 
In complete contradiction to the Christian view of evil, which 
lows from the belief in the hypostatic union and the consequei d He 
attributed to this life and to the body, we find MAMAS 
which, in some respects. is older than Christianity. This ena 
based on a fundamental opposition between good and evil and on die 
denial that God, who is essentially good, can be the author or tie 
cause of evil. The origin of evil is outside God, and must be sought in 
the visible, material world, where disorder and suffering are itech 
The origin of evil lies in matter itself, whose opaqueness and multi li- 
city are radically opposed to the spirituality and unity of God. This 
view, which attributes to evil the same positive and ultimate quality as 
possessed by good, thus leads to an incvitable dualism between God 
and the opposite principle of matter. Man himself in a microcosmic 
form mirrors this cosmological dualism: his soul is of divine origin, his 
body ineradicably evil. The body is “the tomb of the soul" the 
instrument whereby the powers of evil seek to imprison light in the 
Sa of matter and to prevent the soul from ascending back to the 
bn spheres. Every consistent dualist must see the origin of all 
Bus i in life in this world: for the birth of man is the imprison- 
fal ES divine or angelic soul in an unredeemable body. The only 
ini on isin death—in the escape of the soul from its prison 
return of a particle of light to the one uncreated light. This 
Sal on does not lie in repentance for the moral evil committed by 
"isto ‘a E be really responsible for the guilt of sin if evil is i 
is thus th abuse of his free will but is rooted in his material body sis 
\ = inevitable concomitant of life itself. But though he is ns 
Pru for the existence of evil and has thus ultimately no vs 
mis ets can and must collaborate in the work of God in striving PY 
ia amet dte and his actions to puriy his soul from the contagion 
s envelope. Purification as understood and practi S further 
the sours dualist implies forbearance from all actions which an 
= ails imprisonment in the body —especially from mar aer i 
Procreation of children which strengthen the 
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the world —and a rigid asceticism, based not on the desire to disci- 
line the flesh, but on a radical hatred of the body. 

In the history of Europe and the Christian Church dualism ha: 
played an important part. It was largely the necessity of refuting e 
doctrines of the dualists that led the Christian theologians to ON: 
in a precise and comprehensive manner, their own teaching on the 
problem of evil. Moreover, dualism gave rise to a number of sects which 
during the. whole of Christian antiquity and until the very end of the 
Middle Ages were fierce and dangerous enemies of the Church, and 
against which both in Eastern and Western Europe Church and State 
were. compelled to wage an almost ceaseless war. 

; It has hitherto been customary among most historians and theolo- 
gians to trace systematic dualism back to the Zoroastrian tradition of 
Persia. Although this problem lies outside the scope of the present sti dy 
it may be stated that our present knowledge of Zoroastrian d Xs 
derived from the results of recent Iranian scholarshi| aie 
ae NES scholarship makes such a 

1 ion appear very doubtful, since it would seem thi 
Zoroastrianism, in some important respects, was incoi S nh 
Ew dace de There seems to be little doubt ‘to-day ‘eee 
ey Ven gs RM, above all in Gnosticism, which 

petu rs tury of our era, and, in its most 
developed classical form, in Manichaeism, invented i i 
inthe Bi enin oy ae Pac vent din Babylonia 
are ae ERENS ae ersian Mani. Mani's cele- 
fst ve iui d e the thousand years after their 
EEES AAY spread K parts of Europe and Asia, from the 

à Tes weeds I d recent years been the subject of 

inal 5 edm E ue two important discoveries of ori- 

Lon ia um Sources: Saas 1899 and 1907 in the 

Mi vede ebd logie md second in 1930 in Egypt.* 
“ated by an of penetrated into Europe in two waves, separ- 


Spain, Southern Gaul, Italy. 
Roman Christian civilization — 
Wave was that of a revived and in 
often known as *Neo-Ma- 
Europe with the dawn of 
and fourteenth centuries. 
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to the Atlantic and the Rhine. 
t is not surprising that, whereas the fi n 
" ene has already been studied in iom der a Manichaeism 
history of the Neo-Manichaean movement as a whol m mprehersive 
written: for before this can be attempted, it will be Wer words 
jn greater detail than has yet been done its origin. ed s Mie 
development in each of the European countries where it fou M 
home, particularly in Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia, Bosnia, North: qe 
and Southern France. A study of Bogomilism in Bulgaria a i is 
Byzantine Empire forms an indispensable first chapter fier a 
investigation. 
‘A complete study of the origins of the Bogomil 
presuppose an attempt to establish the exact Sains seed 
and doctrinal—between primitive Manichaeism and the different 
dualistic sects which may be termed Neo-Manichaean. Such an 
attempt, however, would far exceed the scope of this study. But a few 
indications seem necessary. There can be no doubt today that the 
scepticism shown by some scholars regarding the existence of any his- 
torical connection between Manichaeism and Neo-Manichaeism is not 
dcin Tt is true that the religious history of the Near East in the first 
jm centuries of our era offers, to the despair of historians, a bewil- 
uu of numerous movements and sects, some features of 
tied laa Suggest points of contact with the teaching of Mani, 
dint be fica: p to Manichaeism and to each other can sel- 
uut lirectly. It is also true that, in default of a proven 
historical Connection between these movements and primitive Mani- 
ii itis sometimes more satisfactory to regard them as successive 
lore or less independent manifestations of the same spiritual 
diei either cosmological dualism or extreme moral 
CER hie evertheless, a careful study of the development of dual- 
le Near East in the first nine centuries of our era reveals à 
Es from Mani's teaching in Mesopotamia in the oe 
ae rise of Bogomilism in Bulgaria in the middle of the 
Which oe may best be followed by à study of those factors 
ditas led Manichaeism to survive and spread in the Near be 
B nus after the death of its founder. The most impor- 
tally ante factors seems to have been the partial — though ee 
artificial —contact between Manichaeism and Christianity, um 
‘one hand to the appeal of Manichaeism to various em 
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Montanism, Novatianism and to certain distorted forms of Christian 
monasticism) and, on the other hand, to the increasing practice 
among the followers of Mani of borrowing Christian concepts and 
terms in their attempt to adapt their dualistic teaching to the dogmas 
of the Church. It seems, moreover, significant that these sectarian 
movements within Christianity were particularly widespread in those 
very regions which in the fourth century had witnessed a powerful 
extension of Manichaeism, and which, between the seventh and the 
ninth centuries, became the strongholds of Neo-Manichaeism — 
particulary in Armenia and Asia Minor. It was those two countries 
that nurtured the two most powerful Neo-Manichaean sects which in 
the course of the ninth and tenth centuries were to spread into Europe 
from their Asiatic homes and directly influence the growth of Balkan 
Bogomilism: these were the sects of the Paulicians and of the 
Massalians. 

‘The Paulician sect arose in Armenia and Asia Minor in the 
second half of the seventh century. In the seventh and especially in the 
ninth centuries the Paulicians suffered violent persecution from the 
Byzantine authorities, due not so much to the fact that from the 
standpoint of the Byzantine Church they were heretics, as to the mil- 
itary and political menace which they were to the Empire: forming 
turbulent military colonies on the Eastern borders of the Asiatic 
themes and frequently allied with the Arabs, the Paulicians were a 


The Bogomils 

265 
tion between Manichaeism and Paulicianism can 
doubted today. The principal source of our knowled enger te 
cian doctrines, Peter of Sicily, who was sent in Wik rally 
Byzantine ambassador to negotiate a peace between the e 4 
the Paulicians, leaves us in no doubt as to the dualistic En ue 
their teachings. In a treatise, written on the Occasion of his Rire v 
Paulicians, he tells us that they believed in two principles, me x 
good, the other evil: the evil one is the creator and the uer E 
present world, the good one — the lord of the world that is to come. 
Holding the material world to be a creation of the evil principle, the 
Paulicians were naturally led to reject the Christian dogma of the 
Incarnation and to substitute their own “docetic” Christology, accord- 
ing to which the Body of Christ was of heavenly origin and His 
Incarnation only “seeming.” Moreover, the Paulicians rejected the 
whole of the Old Testament, interpreted the New Testament in a 
highly allegorical manner and strongly attacked the whole organiza- 
tion of the Christian Church, including the priestly order. A notable 
feature of Paulicianism was its extreme veneration for St. Paul (prob- 
ably the effect of Marcionic influence), but it cannot yet be affirmed 
for certain that the Paulicians derived their name from that of the 
apostle of the Gentiles.* For the historian of the Balkans the relevance 
of this treatise of Peter of Sicily,— the Historia Manichaeorum — is 
greatly enhanced by Peter's observation that, while in Armenia, he 
learnt from the Paulicians themselves that they were planning to send 
missionaries to Bulgaria to spread their teaching in that country. 

A few words must be said about the Massalian sect, the other 
possible ancestor of Balkan Bogomilism. The Massalians, widespread 
in Syria and Asia Minor from the fourth century, are attested in 
Armenia and Asia Minor as late as the ninth. Many of their doctrines 
Were identical with those of the Paulicians; an original and interesting 
feature of Massalianism was its moral teaching: while its ani 
adepts were pledged to a life of rigid continence and pu a 
who were considered to have attained to perfection were gal of 
moral restrictions: this led the Massalians to be accused à 
Perverted asceticism and of extreme sexual immoral sect in Bulga: 

__ There can be no doubt that the rise of the Bogomil s Pn, 
tia was directly due to the penetration of Paulican dence: 

: this penetration is attested by historical osciysm in Bulga- 
does the allusion of Peter of Sicily to Paulician Prom Sese the 
Tia suggest that at least as early as the middle of the 
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Paulicians regarded the Balkans as a profitable sphere of interest. We 
also know that on several occasions, in the course of the eighth ang 
ninth centuries, Byzantine Emperors transported large colonies of 
Syrians and Armenians to Thrace, jn order to garrison their northern 
frontier for their constant wars against Bulgaria. Among these colo- 
nists were certainly Paulicians. The Byzantine chronicler Theophanes 
expressly tells us that these displaced Asiatics were responsible for 
spreading the Paulician heresy in Thrace. The penetration of the 
Paulician colonists into Bulgaria was doubtless greatly facilitated by 
the frequent invasions of Thrace by the Bulgarian armies in the eighth 
and ninth centuries and especially by the annexation of the great 
Thracian cities of Sardica and Philippopolis and of parts of Macedo- 

nia by the Bulgar khan towards the middle of the ninth century. 
During the ninth and first half of the tenth century the notable 
success of Paulician proselytism in Bulgaria is attested by scattered, 
though reliable evidence. All the while a gradual process was effecting 
a fusion on Bulgarian soil between Asiatic dualism and a powerful, 
and specifically Slavonic, movement directed against the new Bulgar- 
ian Orthodox Church. The outcome of this fusion was the rise of 

Bogomilism in the middle of the tenth century. 
The reasons for the successful spread of dualism in Bulgaria before 
the middle of the tenth century are to be found in the contemporary 
reich ee political and economic conditions of the country. 
She more important of these factors may be briefly enumer- 
: before the introduction of Christianity into Bulgaria, which 
began on a large scale after the baptism of the Khan Boris in 864, the 
aes of ea iese who, for all their dualism, had borrowed 
Fd oe Sebo y must have enjoyed a cultural and 
Cubs dup onic paganism which, in Bulgaria at least, 
; it seems, a very vital force. We can even suppose that in 
‘some cases the Paulicians were the first to bring the knowledge of the 
à se ‘the firs ring the knowledge of 

Gospels Jide en Bulgarians, in their own interpretation, of 
: official il introduction of Christianity from Byzantium. 


ce of the newly-baptized Bulgarians, which lasted 
and ended in the victory of the Eastern Church, and 
the Latin and Greek clergy in Bulga- 

religious confusion which, we can safely 


by the dualists to discredit the Church in the 
i Bulgarians. The violently anti- 


The Bogomils 
267 
Byzantine policy pursued at the beginning of the 
Bulgarian tsar Symeon, despite the outward 
achievements, id es dazzles the imagination 
js country at the end into social instabili s 
eel weakness of Bulgaria on Suen E s 
explains the inability of his successor Peter to resist the ove ia 
stream of Byzantine influence which seriously crippled ie 24 
economic development of the country. The widespread dise 
caused by the rapid growth of /atifundia on the Byzantine model ud 
the ruinous taxation provoked during Peter's reign several revolution- 
ary movements which weakened the country and laid it open, after his 
death in 969, to inner anarchy and to the invasion of the Russian and 
Byzantine armies, which finally brought about the collapse of the First 
Bulgarian Empire in 1018. In these circumstances it is not surprising 
that the Paulicians, hereditary enemies of Byzantium, successfully 
exploited the anti-Greek feeling in Bulgaria for their own aims. In this 
respect their social and political role was partly inherited by the Bul- 
garian Bogomils. Finally, the growth of heresy in Bulgaria towards the 
middle of the tenth century was also indirectly due to the fact that the 
Bulgarian Church at that time could no longer command unqualified 
obedience and respect. Its prelates had become byzantinized and, in 
the main, had lost that intimate contact with the people, which fifty 
years earlier had been the strength of men like St. Clement. ‘The minor 
clergy, monks and parish priests, could not escape the accusation of 
intellectual and moral decadence levelled against them by one of the 
outstanding Bulgarian churchmen of the time, the priest Cosmas, 
whose Sermon against the heretics (one of the earliest monuments is 
Old Bulgarian literature) is directed, significantly, at once against "f 


ici i il heresy.!! 
abuses of contempora: nasticism and against the Bogomil À 

jeden he Near East and in Bulgaria 
he middle of 


tenth century by 

y the 
glory of its military 
of historians, plunged 


the tenth century was due to the combined effect o 
the one hand, a background of Eastern dualistic doc "cs 
penetrated to Bulgaria partly as a result of the colonizing policy 

Byzantine Emperors, and, on the other hand, er to the spread 
temporary conditions in Bulgaria exceptionally favors ty detected in 
f heresy. The influence of these two factors can be © development of 
Bogomilism, whose teaching represented essentialis ^P displayed in 

ian doctrines, and whose moral and social 
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Bulgaria the features of a specifically Slavonic mavens 
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The earliest Slavonic source referring to Bogomilism is the Sep. 
mon against the heretics of the Bulgarian priest Cosmas, probably 
composed soon after 972.!? This work was written primarily against 
the Bogomil sect, and the following words of Cosmas may be 
regarded as its birth-certificate: “And it came to pass that in the lang 
of Bulgaria, in the days of the orthodox tsar Peter, there appeared a 
priest by the name of Bogomil. . . He was the first who began to 
preach in Bulgaria a heresy, of which we shall speak below.” Apart 
from the fact that Bogomil was a contemporary of tsar Peter, who 
reigned from 927 to 969, and that he was the author of heretical 
books, we know next to nothing about this greatest heresiarch in the 
history of the Southern Slavs. It would seem from circumstantial evi- 
dence that he taught in the late thirties or the early forties of the tenth 
century. His name, Bogomil, is generally regarded as the Slavonic 
translation of the Greek name Theophilos, “beloved of God.” The 
more famous term “Bogomils,” a generic name for his followers, 
seems to have become current in Bulgaria either at the end of the 
tenth century or at the beginning of the eleventh. Cosmas, who seems 
to have known them only too well, shows, in a few vivid traits, how to 
recongize a Bogomil: “The heretics,” he writes, "in appearance are 
lamb-like, gentle, modest and silent, and pale from hypocritical fast- 
ing. They do not talk idly, nor laugh loudly, nor give themselves airs. 
They keep away from the sight of men, and 
thing so as not to be 
‘inwardly they are 


uneducated man, 
 pheming the traditions 
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The doctrines of the Bogomils are ex, 
Cosmas: their central teaching, based on 
that the visible, material world was creat 
their view, pute son of God and the brother of Christ. He 
appeared, according to them, several times in the Gospels, Concealed 
in particular under the traits of the unjust steward and the prodigal 
son. The Bogomil conception of the devil—and hence their s 
gical dualism — was, at least outwardly, much nearer to the Christian 
teaching than the clear-cut and absolute dualism of the Paulicians and 
the Manichaeans. It must be emphasized that, in contrast to the Pau- 
licians, the Bogomils did not believe in the existence of two parallel 
principles or Gods, and that their dualism was based on the recogni- 
tion of the inferiority of the devil and his ultimate dependence on 
God. Holding matter to be the creation of the devil, the Bogomils 
were naturally led to deny the Incarnation and to postulate a docetic 
Christology. In a thirteenth century Bulgarian source (the Synodicon 
of the Tsar Boril) it is stated that Bogomil himself taught that “Christ 
our Lord was seemingly born of the . . . ever Virgin Mary, was seem- 
ingly crucified and . . . ascended in his body which he left in the air.” 
On account of their dualistic cosmology, the Bogomils denied the 
whole Christian conception of matter as a vehicle of Grace and 
adopted the anti-sacramental views of the Paulicians and the Massal- 
ians. Cosmas tells us that they rejected baptism and the eucharist and 
spurned the cross, miracles, temples, the order of priesthood and the 
visible organization of the Christian Church. The moral teaching of 
the Bogomils was as consistently dualistic as that of the pea 
Manichaeans: if the visible world is the creation and realm of the A 
One, it follows that in order to escape his domination and to be unt 


i the 
ted wit i d the flesh, which are t 
with God all contact with matter an Me ts souls of mens 


ied those functions of 


; 7 eet á pecially mar- 
man which bring him into close contact with matter, a ppp) 


ually enforced 


Pounded at some length by 
à dualistic Cosmology, was 
led by the devil, The devil, in 


Wever, whether the same degree of continence was ea 
9n all members of the sect. Though we have no PIS. (s example 
this point, it seems probable that the Bogomils, bendi 
of the Manichaeans, were divided into two gfOUPS ^ the “per 

relievers,” who were not bound to rigorous asceti nce. In any case 
fect,” who were expected to live in complete COMET of the sect in 
moral austerity of the Bogomils was, until 
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the fourteenth century, invariably recognized by their fiercest oppo- 
nents: and it is with some justification that they have been called “the 
greatest puritans of the Middle Ages.” But the claim put forward by 
the Bogomils to lead the pure evangelical life was always rejected by 
the Orthodox, mainly on account of the dualistic origin of their ethics, 
partly because of their pharisaic assertion that they alone deserved the 
name of Christians, and of their angry attacks on the shortcomings of 
the clergy. 

We do not, unfortunately, know very much about the customs 
and organization of the Bogomil sect in this early period of its history, 
We should beware of the uncritical assumptions of past historians of 
Bogomilism, who ascribe to this sect at its beginnings in Bulgaria 
many features which are attested for the first time by the sources 
among the Byzantine Bogomils in the late eleventh century. It can 
scarcely be denied that the ritual and organization of the Bogomil sect 
underwent considerable evolution in the eleventh and twelfth centur- 
ies, mainly it seems, by contact with Byzantine Christianity. But in the 
tenth century both the ritual and the organization of the sect remained 
very rudimentary. We know from the evidence of Cosmas that the 
Bogomils, while rejecting most of the prayers of the Orthodox 
Church, Which they regarded, together with the Liturgy, as "bab- 
blings,” made wide and apparently exclusive use of the Lord's Prayer, 
which they recited four times a day and four times a night, with 
appointed prostrations. Cosmas also accuses them of fasting on Sun- 
days (à practice which existed among the Manichaeans), of confessing 
their Sins to one another and of granting each other absolution; these 
rites of confession were also performed by women. 

The Sermon against the heretics gives us a clear and cogent pic- 
dishes sential features of tenth century Bogomilism: doctrinally — 

mixt Paulician and Massalian dualism, combined with many 
Christian elements borrowed particularly from the New Testament and 
hie a ^ à definitely rationalistie and individualistic manner 

Ehe „asceticism (though for basically non-Christian 
pes m rejection of the “externals” of religion and a strong 

T contemplation and the inner life. Some of the features of 


he Bogomils 
m pall 


oned. It is not surprising that at a time when the 
State were very closely linked, the wholesale 
was tantamount to a rebellion against the secul 
to the whole contemporary society. Moreoy 
fr equivocally puc Bernd life as sin 
ine the foundations of the family, the community 
Lus already sufficiently shaken in Bulgaria by MESA ieee 
century. The Bogomils are painted by Cosmas as idlers with no as 
abode, as social para: , reminiscent, save their heresy, of the gyrovagi 
of Western Europe, “wandering from house to house, devouring the 
property of the people they deceive” and even “holding that it is unbe- 
coming for a man to labor and to do earthly work.” Cosmas puts 
forward an even graver accusation against the Bogomils—that of 
preaching civil disobedience. He writes: "They teach their own people 
not to obey their lords, they revile the wealthy, hate the tsar, ridicule 
those in authority, condemn the boyars, regard as vile in the sight of 
God those who serve the tsar and forbid every servant to work for his 
master." Unfortunately, this much-discussed statement of Cosmas is 
confirmed by no other contemporary or later source explicitly referring 
to the Bogomils. It must hence be treated with caution. There seems to 
be no reason to doubt that the Bogomils, at least on certain occasions, 
preached a revolutionary doctrine of social equality in opposition to 
the powerful of this world, which they may have regarded as a reflec- 
tion on the social plane of the cosmic struggle between good and evil 
The fact that the religious and social views of the Bogomils inclined 
them to espouse the cause of the oppressed against the oppressors, of 
the serfs against their masters, undoubtedly explains much of s suc- 
cess enjoyed by the sect at certain periods of Bulgarian history, rs 
ularly during the Byzantine domination in the eleventh and decr 
centuries. But we must nevertheless beware of attaching un erm 
importance to the social anarchism of the Bogomils, or o ads 
as some not always disinterested writers have Mg Bogom- 
communists of the Middle Ages. We must not ak pies cone 
S Were always primarily religious preachers, and t 
With social problems was of a contingent etur State to combat 
The measures taken by the Bulgarian Church. |ocuments. 
the Bogomil heresy are known to us onl} «chains and impri- 
contents himself with a dark allusion sis 
Sonment" which, on his own admission, only en taboo 
Bogomils by surrounding them with a 


Interests of Church and 
rejection of Orthodoxy 
lar laws and a challenge 
er, a teaching which so 
ful threatened to under- 
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Moreover, their emaciated appearance and ascetic behavior, in an age 
when monasticism commonly ranked as the highest expression of the 
Christian life, combined with the essentially popular character of the 
Bogomil movement, go far to explain the continued success of the sect 
throughout the four centuries of its history in Bulgaria and in the 
Byzantine Empire. It can truly be said that after the final defeat of 
Iconoclasm in the ninth century Bogomilism was the most dangerous 
enemy of the Orthodox Church in the whole of the Middle Ages. — 
Of the history of the Bogomil sect in the First Bulgarian Empire 
we know very little. A variety of reasons — historical and geographical 
— point to the fact that the original home and subsequent stronghold 
of Bogomilism was Macedonia. It was moreover in Macedonia that 
arose a notable proportion of the so-called *Bogomil books," popular 
literary productions, either adapted from Christian apocryphal writ- 
ings or specially composed for the propagation of the Bogomil doc- 
eM M study forms one of the most interesting chapters in 
Mum ieval history of the Balkans." Finally, certain place names in 
acedonia, derived from roots connected with the different epithets 

by which the Bogomils were known, testify to the prevalence of th 
sect in that region in the Middle Ages: such are, A exi SN ju: 
topographical names bogomilsko polje, bab ki , aie oe 
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Middle Ages has led some of them to unjustifi 
ing the character of Bogomilism.'? 
It is essential, though unfortunately all too u 
quish the Bogomils from the Paulicians, Yet the diferte o 
the two sects are clearly apparent and were never bli pre 
said that the Bogomil ideal was primarily contemplati vt Can be 
of the Paulicians was largely directed towards asin Teas xu 
Paulicians generally appear in history as restless and ehe 
born soldiers with a marked propensity for fighting. pe E 
the contrary, as meek, humble, ascetic. Moreover the Balbo ni 
teni throughout the’ Middle Ages remained in sctcomaie] co 
munities, often of foreign origin, living apart from the Orio uid 
attempting to convert them from without. The Bogomils, on be $a 
trary, grew from within Bulgarian society and remained in close cu 
tact with its people; it is this popular character of Bogomilism Vai 
HEN explains its appeal and success in the Balkans, i 
recognition of these differences s 
ing, as so mh historians ise pom de peach s oe 
as h s ls jose Balkan 
Paulicians who, in their traditional hostility to Byzantium, concluded 
from the eleventh century a series of military and political alliances 
with the enemies of the Empire — with the Pechenegs and the Normans 
in the eleventh century and with the French Crusaders in the thirteenth. 
There is certainly every reason to suppose that the Bogomils were in 
contact with the Paulicians, particularly in Thrace, round Philippopo- 
lis, where, towards the close of the eleventh century,in the words of 
Anna Comnena, “all the inhabitants were Manichaeans except @ few,” 
before the large-scale and celebrated conversion of the Thracian Pau- 
licians by the Emperor Alexius Comnenus about the year 1114. But 
again, what we know of the mode of life of the Bogomils precludes 
iy that they ever formed an organized anti-Byzantine party 
lgaria or that they indulged in warfare. 
Cus of Bogomilism in Byzantium 
centuries can be studied in some , 
century sources, the Alexiad!* of Anna Comnena and Ae eae 
latica! of the Byzantine theologian Euthymius aki 
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Omilism at that time was the success it gained, v m. We may 
among the aristocratic families of Byzantii y philoso- 
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phical speculations characteristic of the Comnenian Renaissance, that 
the doctrines of the Bogomils acquired that elaborate and systematic 
form which they are given in the Panoplia Dogmatica. Zigabenus, 
who agrees with Anna Comnena as to the double derivation of 
Bogomilism from Paulicianism and Massalianism, expounds in some 
detail the Bogomil teaching on the devil, which affords an interesting 
example of this “doctrinal development” among the Byzantine Bogo- 
mils. According to them, the devil or Satan, who appears in the Gos- 
pel as the “unjust steward,” was the first-born son of God the Father 
and the elder brother of Christ, “the Son and Logos.” His original 
name was Satanael. One day, stricken with pride, he rebelled against 
his Father, and together with those *ministering powers" whom he 
had persuaded to follow him, was cast out of heaven. However, he 
retained his creative power, represented by the last syllable (e/) of his 
name, the attribute of his divine origin, and with the assistance of his 
fallen companions created the visible world, with the firmament, the 
earth and its products. This, according to the Bogomils, was the crea- 
tion of the world, described in the Book of Genesis and falsely attrib- 
uted by the Christians to God Himself. Satanael next created the 
body of Adam, the first man, but in spite of repeated efforts was 
unable to animate it. So he begged his Father to send down His Spirit 


» died and rose from the dead. During His descent 
pba 1 eaten imprisoned His enemy Satanael, who was 
mame, and this pus diiribules together with the last syllable of his 
Chis retumed Piss Satan. Having accomplished His mission, 
Satanael and was resolved o O the throne formerly occupied by 

$ s resolved into the Father from whom He had 
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those attributed to the tenth century Bogomils p 
some light on the ritual of the Byzantine Bogomils: 
appear that there existed two distinct ceremonies of 
— the first for the catechumens, the second for the “perfect” 

; were calle ils (the 
QcoróKOt, as they were called) — similar to the abstinentia and the 
consolamentum practised by the French and Italian Cathari, 

The alarming growth of Bogomilism in Byzantium at the begin- 
ning of the twelfth century led to a vigorous reaction of the Byzantine 
ecclesiastical and secular authorities, which culminated about 1110 in 
the trial and imprisonment of the prominent Bogomils in the capital 
and the public burning of their chief leader Basil. Anna Comnena has 
given us a vivid description of this trial, which must have been some- 
thing of a cause célebre, and in which the Emperor Alexius himself 
played a prominent role. His drastic measures were at least partly 
successful: for after 1110 we hear of no widespread outbreak of Bogo- 
milism in Constantinople, though it was still rampant in the provinces, 
particularly in Asia Minor. But, in the course of the twelfth century, the 
stronghold of the sect moved back to its original home in Bulgaria, 
where in the following century, strengthened by its previous growth in 
Byzantium, Bogomilism reached the summit of its development. 

In the middle of the twelfth century, a new outbreak of Bogomil- 
ism in Macedonia — the cradle of the sect — is attested in the Slavonic 
biography of Saint Hilarion, bishop of Moglena,” who at the instiga- 
tion of the Emperor Manuel Comnenus took vigorous and, it by 
momentarily successful action against the heretics. But ee 
penalties proved incapable of stemming the rising flood of pn 
ism. In the second half of the twelfth century, its influence balit 
from Macedonia to the West, to the neighboring Serbian m zi 
of Rashka. The Serbian Grand Zhupan, Stephen ndm el 
obliged to summon a general assembly of the un s Ens by this 

Tepressive measures promulgated against e G out at the 
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of the thirteenth century. In 1211 the Bulgarian tsar Boril convened a 
council at Trnovo, the capital of the Second Bulgarian Empire, to 
deal with the Bogomil menace. The extant records and acts of this 
council, known as the Synodicon of the Tsar Boril, are extremely 
important in that they contain the only known formal legislation 
promulgated by the Bulgarian Church against the Bogomil sect.? The 
Council of Trnovo is contemporaneous with the measures taken by 
Pope Innocent III to suppress the Albigensian heresy in Southern 
France. The probable connection between these two events may 
become almost certain if we remember that the Bulgarian Church at 
the time was in temporary union with Rome, and note that in 1206 a 
Romän cardinal was sent to Bulgaria on an unknown mission.? The 
whole problem of the relations between the Bogomil and the Albigen- 
sian movements still awaits a full investigation. Generally speaking, 
Western medievalists have not studied the Slavonic Bogomil sources 
in any great detail, while Slavonic historians have too often taken the 
filiation of the Albigensian movement from Bogomilism for granted, 
without studying profoundly enough the dualistic movements of 
medieval Western Europe. Although their conception of the spread of 
Bogomilism from the Balkans to Southern France via Northern Italy 
is often over-simplified, it cannot be doubted that Bogomilism did 
exert a direct influence on the movement of the Cathars in the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries. The name “Bulgarorum haeresis,” given to 
Catharism by its Catholic opponents in France, the proven influence 
of the Bogomil ritual on that of the Cathars, the Bogomil origin of the 
Liber Sancti Johannis, one of the principal doctrinal books of the 
‘Cathars, the view frequently expressed by the dualists of Western 
Europe that their doctrines originated i i 
2 T Ar doch originated in Bulgaria, are among the 
[oe at direction. There can be little doubt that by 
beginning : $ thirteenth century the dualistic communities of 
Southern Europe formed a single international network, stretching 
Ne ial though the belief, expressed in 
= jecieval sources, they all owed allegiance to one 
: the Balkans —a kind of “Bogomil Pope" — 
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ral reasons, it would seem that the Bulgarian Bosne (°F 
course of the twelfth century borrowed from their ant in the 
religionists, and ultimately from the Orthodox Church, a pus co- 
organization of their communities and a regular hierarchy, inthe s 
manner as the Cathars and Patarenes borrowed many features More 
own organization from the Roman Church. The Bogomil d i 
vived the anathemas of the Council of Trnovo. In 1238 Pope Gre; E 
TX in a letter to the Latin Emperor Baldwin of Constantinople eli 
complained that Bulgaria was “full of heretics” who were ee 
enjoying the protection of the Bulgarian tsar John Asen IL25 

The fourteenth century, which witnessed the fall of the Second 
Bulgarian Empire under the yoke of the Ottoman Turks, also saw the 
decline and disappearance of the Bogomil sect in Bulgaria, The 
increasing decadence of Bogomilism, which forestalled the Turkish 
invasion, was due to several features inherent in the sect as well as to 
the general characteristics of the time. In spite of its inner coherence 
and of the external organization which it had borrowed from Byzan- 
tium, Bogomilism always remained a somewhat diffused heresy, emi- 
nently changeable and adaptable to circumstances. This peculiarity, 
which rendered the task of fighting it very difficult for the Church, 
later became a source of weakness to the sect. Unlike the Paulicians, 
the Bogomils proved in the end incapable of retaining the purity of 
their teaching and gradually absorbed from other sects and move- 
ments several features which could not fail to have a detrimental effect 
on their own sect. This applies particularly to some Massalian ele- 
ments, especially to the practice of sexual promiscuity for pseudo- 
religious motives. Probably in the course of the twelfth century, 4 
fusion occurred between Bogomilism and Massal 
tinued throughout the thirteenth and led to their co 
tion in the fourteenth. By that time, no 


forms of immorality. This was probably due in pal by the 
Moral decline in fourteenth century Bulgaria, accentua T ch must 
and economic instability of the reign of John Alexand Pris. 
have weakened the resistance of the Bogomils to the 
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" 3 St. Theodosius of Trnovo, one of the leadin, 
oe ie cesi Ss time and a prominent champion of hen 
chasm, His biography” refers signi icantly to “the Bogomil, that is the 
Massalian heresy.” A council, convened soon after 1350 on the initia- 
tive of St. Theodosius, reiterated the previous condemnations of the 

, who were now accused of submitting to the "natural pas- 

sions” on the grounds that “our nature is a slave to the demons.” : 
The fact that by the fourteenth century Bogomilism had acquired 
a number of features which would have been disowned by its founder 
no doubt partly explains the fact that, after the fall of the Second 
Bulgarian Empire in 1393, the sect apparently disintegrated of itself 
and the Bogomils disappeared from Bulgarian history. It is probable, 
by analogy with the behavior of the Bosnian Patarenes a century later, 
that many Bogomils were sympathetic to the Turks and accepted 
Islam, In any case, with the establishment of Turkish domination over 

South Eastern Europe in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, the 
Bogomils vanish for ever from the Balkan countries. 
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CHAPTER XI 


THE CULT OF ST. DEMETRIUS OF THESSALONIKI 
IN THE HISTORY OF BYZANTINE-SLAV RELATIONS* 


Many historians, I suppose, feel from time to time the urge to fit a 
particular problem in which they happen to be interested into a wider 
conceptual framework, by combining the method of analysis with an 
attempt to paint on a broader canvass. When I was asked to deliver a 
lecture in your city, under the auspices of the Institute of Balkan Stu- 
dies, I naturally felt honored by, and grateful for, this invitation.! And 
then, in searching for a subject, I thought that this urge might be 
satisfied if I chose a theme at once restricted and capable of being 
viewed within a wider context. The cult of St. Demetrius, which, as 
you know better than I, occupies a central position in the history of 
Thessaloniki both in medieval and modern times, can also, it seems to 
me, be regarded as a particular instance — and one singularly rich in 
historical content and dramatic overtones — of a process which I have 
endeavored to study for a number of years: the transmission of 
Byzantine civilization to the Slav peoples of Eastern Europe. 

In the history of the encounter between Byzantium and the Slavs 
we may distinguish, without perhaps too much oversimplification, 
three successive stages. The first has been termed the “Dark Age” of 
Byzantium. It covers, broadly speaking, the period from the late sixth 
to the early ninth century. In the European sector —the only one with 
which my paper is concerned — it was marked by the Empire's des- 
Perate attempts to defend, first its northern frontier on the Danube, 
then its lands in the Balkan peninsula, and finally its very life, against 
the attacks of its enemies from the North—Slavs, Avars and Bulgars. 

this struggle for survival, during which most of the North Balkan 
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area, and much of the countryside in central Greece and the Pelopon- 
nese, were lost, permanently or temporarily, to these invaders, the 
Empire was saved by its ability to retain control of the more impor- 
tant coastal cities, above all, of course, Constantinople and Thessalo- 
niki, The defense of Thessaloniki against the barbarian attacks of the 
late sixth and of the seventh century are among the outstanding mil- 
itary achievements of the late Roman and early Byzantine state. In 
this achievement the cult of St. Demetrius played a role which it is 
impossible to over-estimate, The theme of my paper has thus a partic- 
ular relevance to the earliest phase of Byzantine-Slav relations. 

‘The second phase begins in the early ninth century and ends in the 
late twelfth. It was, for Byzantium, an age of recovery and expansion. 
‘This resurgence, at home and abroad, was crowned by many remar- 
kable achievements. Two of them are of special relevance to my 
theme: during the ninth and tenth centuries the Slav tribes, who had 
occupied much of continental Greece and of the Peloponnesus during 
the preceding "dark age," were subdued, converted to Christianity, 
and finally civilized by the Byzantines, thus becoming, in the only 
meaningful sense of the word, Greeks. Further north, beyond the 
Empire's borders, Byzantine civilization, spreading throughout the 
Balkans and thrusting deep into the lands beyond the Danube and the 
Black Sea, brought in this period the nascent states of Central and 
Eastern Europe into the orbit of Greek Christianity. In the history of 
Byzantium' foreign missions there is no more remarkable period than 
the sixties and Seventies of the ninth century. During these two 
fara through the iate of rulers and churchmen—especially 

T ee 1 III and Basil I, and the Patriarch Photius —the 
re Sea and the Serbs were all converted to the 
Christian ste mission led by Cyril and Methodius planted 
iru Christia civilization in the heart of Central Europe. 
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end for ever. In this third and last period, which spans the later Mid- 
dle Ages. Byzantine civilization remained a dominant force in Eastern 
Europe. Politically, however, the Empire was a dying body. Taking 
advantage of the new balance of power, several East European 
nations, although they owed their religion and much of their culture 
to Byzantium, or perhaps just because of this fact, began to harbor 
ambitions to supplant their former masters and mentors. Some of 
their rulers began to claim that the centre of the Christian oikoumene, 
by the supernatural dictate of Divine providence, had moved, or 
would soon move, from the shores of the Bosphorus to the capital of 
their own kingdom. These imperialist dreams were but a mirror-image 
of Byzantine political thought: their roots lay in the idea of the eternal 
Rome and in the concept of its translation, or migration, which the 
Byzantines themselves had used to support their belief that Constan- 
tinople was the New Rome. On the political plane, this concept was 
first explicitly extended to an East European country in the mid- 
fourteenth century: we find it in the claim, made by the court panegy- 
rists of the Bulgarian tsar John Alexander, that the centre of the “ren- 
ovated” Christian Empire had moved from Constantinople to his 
capital, Trnovo. A century and a half later, after the Byzantine 
Empire had ceased to exist, these claims were carried a step further in 
the celebrated theory of “Moscow the Third Rome.” 

The connection between the idea of the “translatio imperii" and 
the cult of St. Demetrius may not be immediately apparent. I believe, 
however, that a link, albeit tenuous and perhaps indirect, can be 
detected between the two. For if a “copy,” or a “mirror-image,” of 
Constantinople, destined to supplant it, could be created in a Slavonic 
country, there was no inherent reason why the same transposition 
could not be applied to Thessaloniki. It was, after all, the second most 
Important city in the Empire, and, for so many foreign nations who 
: 10 possess it, appeared, almost as much as Constantinople 
en as a kocuonaunó0nroc nólic.) And Thessaloniki, of course, 
bis e identified with, and personified by, its patron saint 

us. So it is not surprising to find, in several Slavonic countries 

qu Middle Ages, a desire to set up a mirror-image of Thessaloniki. 

50s desire, as I will show in the concluding part of this paper, 000a- 
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trius in defending his city against the attacks of the Avars and Slavs, 
This theme is vividly illustrated in one of the earliest datable hagio- 
graphical works devoted to the saint: the seventh-century document 
known as the Oaúpata tod Gyiov Anpntpiov, or Miracula Sancti 
Demetrii Let me say in passing that 1 am not so rash as to plunge 
into the many still unresolved problems involved in the dating and 
mutual relationship of the numerous medieval writings devoted to St. 
Demetrius, Halkin’s recent edition of the Bibliotheca Hagiographica 
Graeca lists some 40 of these works. They include Maptipia, Oaúpata, 
"Eykópua, and liturgical hymns stemming from widely different peri- 
ods. Before they can be safely used by the historian, they must be 
subjected to a thorough Quellenkritik. In the meantime, we can but 
treat them with caution, and echo the hope, expressed by Professor 
Paul Lemerle in 1953, 5 that this considerable body of writings will 
xz day be ee and critically edited within what he called 
Corpus Demetrianum. 
The Miracula Sancti Demetrii are a shining exception in this fo; 
of textual uncertainty. The first section, or book, was written, er 
610 and 620, by John, Archbishop of Thessaloniki. Th 
Mesa un b r . The second book 
e Von e a M evidence, to the ninth decade of 
seveni We have now fortunately a critical edition (pub- 
lished in 1979-81) by Paul Lemerle. And there is no lack of a 
works devoted to the Miracula: three of th i 
" iem appeared, almost simul- 
taneously and independently: articles by Lei i 
his er p merle® and the Bulgarian 
iin dn is ^is Burmov, and a book by the Yugoslav scholar 
Franjo lore recently, the relevance of this work to our sub- 
day beenii iluarated by à... Greci i 
los? scholar, Mr. Antonios 
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m the Christian world of the Middle Ages in which the 
belief held by the citizens of a beleaguered city that they stand under 
supernatural protection of a heavenly patron is so vividly and 
the 8 tly expressed. They were convinced —and to this innumerable 
p in the Miracula bear witness — that St. Demetrius saved 
Thessaloniki from epidemics, famine, civil war, and above all from 
barbarian attacks. Archbishop John describes in detail the first major 
siege of the city by the Avars and the Slavs:!° modern scholars date 
this event variously either to 586 or 597; I personally, for reasons too 
long to enumerate here, prefer the first of these dates.!! His account is 
so precise and vivid that it is hard to resist the impression that he 
must, at that time, have been a soldier, fighting on the city walls. The 
barbarian army, he tells us, numbered some 100,000 men and 
attacked the city with elaborate and fearsome siege-engines. When the 
assault was delivered, St. Demetrius appeared on the walls in the guise 
of a warrior (iv ónħitov oyriuat)"? and speared the first assailant 
who had scaled a ladder. Throughout the week-long siege he con- 
tinued to instill courage into the hearts of the defenders and fear into 
theenemy. The defeat of the assailants and the salvation of Thessaloniki 
ved EST his personal victorious achievement (tod d0Aogópov. . TÒ 
Kat i). 5 
The role played by Archbishop John as a historian of his city and 
panegyrist of its patron saint was taken up, some sixty years later, by 
the anonymous author of Book II of the Miracula. His account of the 
Successive sieges of Thessaloniki by Avars and Slavs in the seventh 
century, his description of military technology, and the picture he 
VES of the gradual settlement of Slav tribes in northern Greece, are 
ambk value to the historian. The role he ascribes to Deme- 
ius in these military operations is unchanged. Time and again the 
Saint saves Thessaloniki from disaster, encouraging his compatriots by 
a the city walls clothed in white (yàapúða AevKnv 
),|* striking fear into the enemy fleet by walking on the sea, and 
“Ppearing on horseback to guard the city gates. 
ed Second book of the Miracula provides some valuable infor- 
10 the ae the basilica of St. Demetrius. This building, according 
ap rópta of the saint, was built in the fifth century by Leon- 
Sut of Ilyricum. Ishall not discuss the controversial problem 
eee time in the fifth century when the church was con- 
‘cal work ot do I feel qualified to assess the results of the archaeolog- 
carried out in and beneath the basilica by Greek scholars 
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such as Professors Xyngopoulos and Pelekanides,5 and above all by 
the late George Soteriou who, in collaboration with his wife, pub- 
fished in 1952 his magisterial book on the basilica of St. Demetrius i 
Tn deliberately side-stepping these complex problems, I can plead in 
justification that the history of this building before the seventh century. 
and the nature of the site on which it was erected," are of no direct 
relevance to the theme of this lecture: my concern here is with the later 
role played by the basilica as the focus of the medieval cult of St 
Demetrius. The Miracula describe a great fire which burnt down the 
church; and the same document tells us that, at the saint's inspiration. 
a new and splendid one was, before long, built on the same site.!5 It is 
now generally accepted that the fire occurred between 629 and 634. D 
Itis bo bnt y se the eee was not wholly destroyed, and 
some of the mosaics, whose fragments have survived on the church’s 
west wall, have been reliably dated to the fifth or sixth century.” As 
for the later cycle of mosaics, executed after the basilica was rebuilt. 
and which include the two famous panels on the piers at the entrance 
to the sanctuary, representing St. Demetrius between the two restorers 
han ania and St. Demetrius with two children, they are dated by 
Sut PS Lebar to the seventh century. It is curious that they 
s d us the Miracula; remarkable that they were not 

bes il eee oe and interesting to note that several 
Maines os at the bishop who, in the first of these panels, 
3 rius, is none other than Archbishop John, the 

cgi rincon 
lis 

Serie ci pu Bn must have done much to shape and prop- 
ihe | Demetrius not only in Thessaloniki, but 
Fra i DERE a world. We may surmise that he and 
Mine í ra us e second book of the Miracula contrib- 
il chari quid tendency to depict Demetrius as à 
a chlamys with Viena n portrayal from a nobleman, clothed in 
bearing a shi Shin rial tablion, to a warrior, clad in armour, 
soiree carrying a ace à spear, is particularly appar- 
must have deed vem ed: But the authors of the Miracula 
epithets they 1; on We uk way for iid metamorphosis. The 
‘them is not only the gi evidence of this. St. Demetrius for 
sehn PIC, the owoinatpic™ and the xnõspóv™“ 

pets es ?* and the dnéppayoc.2” And the 
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TIóXic itself. The conviction that C onstantinople was placed 
rdianship of the Theotokos is expressed in several con- 
Greek works describing how the Byzantine capital was 

uem 626 from the assault of the Avars and Slavs. The origin and 


saved 5 the Akathistos hymn are no doubt still a subject of debate 
Cue scholars. But it is at least possible that the words of its cele- 


um kontakion, tÑ óneppáyo apang were composed at that 
time as a token of the Byzantines triumph and gratitude at the salva- 
tion of their city.? Be that as it may, it is worth noting that in the first 
half of the seventh century, when the Avaro-Slav invasions threatened 
to engulf the two foremost cities of the Empire, their citizens were 
sustained in their struggle by the belief that they enjoyed the superna- 
tural protection of their respective patrons, the Mother of God and St. 
Demetrius. In this respect the Miracula Sancti Demetrii is a work 
symptomatic of an age when the Byzantines became more convinced 
than ever before that their empire was divinely protected, and that its 
victories were those of the Christian religion. 

The period of recovery which followed the dark age of Byzantium 
was marked, as I have mentioned, by a remarkable resurgence of the 
missionary activity of the Byzantine Church. Freed, after 843, from 
the burden of the lengthy Iconoclast crisis, the Church was able not 
only to play an active role in the christianization and the hellenization 
of the Slavs in Greece; its missionaries abroad, with the support of the 
SURE government, now gained the allegiance of a substantial part 
e Slav world. The history of the mission of Cyril and 
Tana, the outstanding achievement of the Byzantine Church in 
fies ie: is too well known to require any detailed exposition 
ipea ia : y remind you that the embassy led by these two broth- 

to Central Europe in 863, whose original purpose was to preach 
6a iud iss language of the Moravian Slavs, resulted in the rise 
permeated by Me cune rooted in native traditions yet deeply 
initially to x = civilization of Byzantium. Its success was due 

habet which ORE by Cyril and Methodius of a Slavonic 
on the spoken ARER led them to create a new literary language, based 
and intelligible t of the Macedonian Slavs, modelled on Greek, 
Church ee whole Slavonic world. This language, Old 
Works of religious S which the Scriptures, the liturgy and many 
is TE secular content were translated from the Greek, 
Buage of out the Middle Ages the third international lan- 
and the sacred idiom of those Slavs — the Bulgar- 
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ians, the Serbs and the Russians — who received their religion anq 
much of their culture from Byzantium. It proved the most potent of 
all channels for the transmission of Greek Christianity to Eastern 
Europe. Among the many hagiographical writings translated into Sla. 
vonic during the Middle Ages, the works extolling St. Demetrius 
occupied a conspicuous place. But the relationship between the 
Cyrillo-Methodian mission and the cult of St. Demetrius had another, 
and more personal, aspect. Cyril and Methodius, as you all know, 
were natives of Thessaloniki. They could not fail to be deeply devoted 
to the memory of their city's patron saint who, by the ninth centu; 
had become intimately associated with every aspect of its religious Ed 
social life. Their ninth-century biographies clearly show that, in th 
i eel 5 "i 
far-away lands of their missionary work — in Moravia where they 
pd the Greek liturgy and scriptures and trained their disciples, 
in Venice where they disputed with their Frankish opponents, and in 
Rome where St. Cyril died in 869 — they never ceased to regard the 
Byzantine Empire as their fatherland.» It is thus not surprising to find 
that Methodius, acting as Papal legate to the Slavs of Central Ei 
beset during the last ten f his li ifficuties due to 
rin years of his life by countless difficulties due to 
the hostility of the Franks and the ing indi 
tility e k ie growing indifference of Rome, 
turned in his loneliness his thoughts to his native ci i 1 
n his native city and its patron 
d odd tells us that, shortly before his death (which 
* Pod m dien the translation of most of the Old 
Pains ae ee mea in honor of St. Demetrius on his 
He) oa 3! The Slavonic biographers of Cyril 
Methodius generally show themselves i 
bolic signi very conscious of the sym- 
a significance of the acts performed i 
Voies b que by their heroes. The eucharis- 
i ns © uh DU TUS in memory of St. Demetrius imme- 
xs Ee iet zs mpletion of his and his brother's life work: the 
‘Slavin aa ana had now been made available to the 
too much to Shenae is perhaps not straining the evidence 
9 dices Dua e dta author of the Life of 
"under the special ne mission had been accomplished 
another pic : m 
; Seen ie ne Cyril and Methodius 
{nant S. The earliest Old Church Slavonic text of the Miva, Pre- 
$ B 7 text of the Mnvaia, pre- 
ish E AS IS be year 1096, contains à 
gis $ s p feast day.? The canon, ó xavóv. 
Pf the office of Matins (the ópópo:), and consists of 
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eight) odes (iat), each of which is formed of an sippóç and 
r of tponapta. No Greek original has been discovered for the 
? its Old Church Slavonic text is ascribed by most present- 
holars, on strong internal evidence, to St. Methodius. Much of 
ventional in content, though local color is provided by 

ted references to Thessaloniki and by the description of the saint, 
in the first ode, as “the glorious patriot of the glorious Thessaloniki.” 
The word I have translated, somewhat inadequately, as "patriot" — 
otčestvoljubec — is obviously a calque of the Greek qQU.ónatpic, a 
term frequently applied to St. Demetrius in the Miracula, But in the 
final ode of the canon, the author seems unable any longer to restrain 
his personal feelings, and his pent-up emotion bursts through the aus- 
tere impersonality of the liturgical text. It would surely be hard to 
find, in the whole corpus of Orthodox hymnography, a more poi- 
gnant expression of nostalgia for one’s native city. Let me quote, in 
translation, two troparia of this ninth ode. 


nine (or 


“Hearken, o glorious one, to us who are poor and belong to 
you, and pity us, for we are parted and far away from your 
radiant temple. And our hearts burn within us, and we 
desire, o holy one, to be in your church and, one day, to 
worship within it through your prayers." 

*Why, o wise one, are we, your poor servants, deprived of 
your radiant splendor as, driven by the love of our Creator, 
we wander through alien lands and cities as warriors fight- 
ing, o blessed one, for the humiliation of trilinguals and 
fierce heretics?” 


Tt has long been apparent to scholars that the mention of “trilinguals” 
provides a clue linking this canon with the Moravian and Pannonian 
mission of Cyril and Methodius. For the “trilinguals” were those, mainly 
Frankish, opponents of the two brothers who attacked the legitimacy of 
the Slavonic translation of the liturgy by claiming that it was permissible 
to celebrate the divine office only in three languages—Hebrew, Greek 
and Latin. Against them Cyril and Methodius and their disciples fought 
their hardest verbal battles.” And, as Roman Jakobson has observed, 
troparia, apart from their yearning for Thessaloniki and its basilica, 
end with what is in effect a battle-cry.% Directed against the enemies of 
RE Cyrillo-Methodian mission, it re-echoes with equal force in the ninth- 
century biographies of the two brothers. And so the last ode of this 
canon, with its nostalgia and note of defiance, gives us an authentic 
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glimpse into the hearts and minds of the Apostles of the Slays 
Methodius, its probable author, has revealed himself to us at the end, 
like an artist who has left his signature inconspicuously at the bottom 
of a picture. 

The work of Cyril and Methodius and their disciples did much to 
spread the cult of St. Demetrius among those Slavonic peoples who. 
by their conversion to Byzantine Christianity and their adoption of 
the vernacular tradition which they created, became the beneficiaries 
of their life-work, These were the Bulgarians, the Serbs and the Rus- 
sians. The main centers of the propagation of this cult were cities in 
which St. Demetrius was especially venerated: Ohrid in Macedonia. 
which became, after the collapse of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission in 
Central Europe, a leading center of Balkan Slav Christianity; Sirmium 
in the northern Balkans, where, according to several Maptipia of the 
saint, a basilica in his honor was built in the fifth century by Leontius, 
the Prefect of Illyricum,” and where a monastery of St. Demetrius, 
inhabited by Greek, Hungarian and Slav monks, was founded in the 
eleventh century; later also, as we shall see, the cities of Trnovo in 
Bulgaria and Vladimir in Rus’; and preeminently, of course, Thessa- 
TUM itself. Early in the Middle Ages, its basilica of St. Demetrius 
ENE a pi of pilgrimage for the whole East Christian world. 
pica a ER pus whose writings have survived, display in 
Howat cv area same natalie wonder and 

accounts of the sanctuaries of 

the Holy eer aes In no small measure was this 
Ce ud ERU e was believed to flow from the 
ie gras ROPA endowed with therapeutic and 
lands, Wit se fee hes on by these pilgrims to their home- 
Ug. ne i qug fered their homage and prayers to St. 

vt d. dome tean hexagonal ciborium, with six columns 
Mr pns ir piety vase Oper the. gun pave and 

The earli p 2 saint's tomb.’ 

NS Pese ae evidence of the veneration of St. Deme- 
Slavonic s m m Wen ninth century. In the 
leading disc at the close of the century. the 
5 a A Mann, St, Clement of Ohrid, peor 
ah tis somewhat conventional and undis- 

‘oor peed ane ae i ty as the earliest non-liturgical text 
(Clement describes hin se ee the Old Church Slavonic language. 
3 8 most glorious martyr" and as “the firm 
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foundation of his fatherland.” 
Of greater interest is the iconographic evidence of the popularity 
of St. Demetrius in medieval Serbia. Two biographical programmes, 
each consisting of two sci are painted at Decani and in the 
Church of St. Demetrius at Peć. The fourteenth-century wall paintings 
at Dečani represent the saint defending Thessaloniki — anachronisti- 
cally — against the Cumans, and rebuilding a tower on the city walls. 
The paintings at Peé, which have been dated to the seventeenth cen- 
tury, depict Eusebius, archbishop of Thessaloniki in the late sixth cen- 
tury, praying before the relics of St. Demetrius, while to the right of 
this scene, in answer to his prayer, the saint, clad in armor, forces 
back with a lance a group of enemy soldiers attempting to scale the 
walls. These paintings were clearly intended to illustrate the story of 
the Avaro-Slav siege of Thessaloniki in 586 told in the first book of 
the Miracula. They follow the written account with clarity and preci- 
sion. Mrs. Anka Stojaković, who has studied these paintings, has 
plausibly suggested that their connection with the text of the Miracula, 
however close, is indirect, and that a pictorial intermediary should be 
postulated. It is indeed likely that these Serbian paintings repro- 
duced, in summary form, the elements of a biographical cycle from 
the basilica of St. Demetrius in Thessaloniki. We know from the 
second book of the Miracula that at least one scene of this cycle 
existed in the seventh century; and several frescoes of this biographi- 
cal programme were discovered in the church in 1907-8; they perished 
in the great fire of 1917.45 

The paintings at Decani and Peć are interesting for several rea- 
sons: they show that works of art which once existed in the centers of 
the Byzantine world can sometimes be reconstructed with the help of 
Copies or imitations preserved on the periphery of that world; they 
illustrate the impact of the cult of St. Demetrius on the cultural life of 
late medieval Serbia; and, depicting as they do the repulse of the Slavs 
from the walls of a city they so often desired to capture and possess, 
they testify to the ecumenical spirit which animated the medieval 
Byzantine Commonwealth, a community in which there was little or 
aore for the growth of nationalism in the modern sense of the 
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their veneration of the picyakoppzus and yvpopriene of Thesslo- 

"iki. His name — Dimitri, or Dmitri in Russian — has from the elev- 
all sections of 


nth century to the present day been widely popular in 
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Russian society, Already in the pre-Mongol period of Russian history 
it was borne by several members of the ruling dynasty. It was the 
Christian name of Izyaslav, Prince of Kiev (with two interruptions) 
from 1054 to 1078. During his reign in the Russian capital Izyaslay 
founded and richly endowed a monastery dedicated to St. Demetrius 
which, as the Russian Primary Chronicle tells us, he hoped would 
eclipse in importance the Kiev Monastery of the Caves, the foremost 
monastic foundation of Rus’. Several seals of the same prince have 
been found, on which is represented the standing figure of St. Deme- 
trius, ringed by a Greek inscription." An even more notable bearer of 
this Christian name was Vsevolod III, Grand Prince of Suzdal' and 
Vladimir from 1176 to 1212.4 In 1162, as a young boy, he was exiled 
by his elder brother to Constantinople. Whether he visited Thessalo- 
niki we do not know; but in those closing years of the twelfth century. 
when Vsevolod had become the most powerful ruler in Rus’, he built 
in his capit ir, the magnificent cathedral of St. Dimitri, 
whose com} a ly and celebrated stone relief carvings belong to | 
in finest. achievements of medieval Russian art? On that occasion he 
oon Vo dail qiue which a contemporary Rus- 
pot abi Yo ba pa as “a tomb slab,” transported 
es The nri in medieval Rus’ was also fostered by 
PEG pl writings. Most of them were translations 
3 m did but several are local and original products. The most 
iid itive voa the Kievan period were Boris and Gleb, sons 
ee Vladimir, ‘ussian ruler who converted his country to Chris- 
ianity. In 1015 they were murdered for politi i ir Chri 
tian resignation at the m political motives. Their Chris- 
Tesignati loment of death, and their refusal to defend 


es D. nen these champions of non- 
people, rf ivenly protectors of the Rus- 
writing in "he dep in peace? One of their Russian biographers, 
Parallel: siu twelfth century, draws a significant 
murdered princes, he exclaims: “You fight 
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Af Gleb were laid to rest, is termed by the same 
vodies 9f PP d Thessaloniki.” It would be hard to find a better 
author o pie spell cast on the minds of the medieval Slavs by the 
example @ of the Byzantine Empire than this attempt by the Rus- 
holy s dawn of their Christian history, to create in their own 
sians, at copy, or a mirror-image, of the shrine of Thessaloniki. 
dodi the Slavonic texts relating to St. Demetrius for which no 
Greek model has been found, one, attributed to a late medieval or 
sixteenth century Russian author, is particularly curious. It tells the 
story of a pagan chieftan who, while unsuccesfully besieging Thessalo- 
niki, captured two maidens, and took them back home to his country. 
He then said to them: “I hear that you have a great god called Deme- 
trius, who works many miracles. Embroider me his likeness on an 
image, so that I might venerate him and defeat my enemies, while I 
carry his image in front of my army.” The maidens, thinking that their 
captor intended to blaspheme the embroidered image, refused. But 
threatened with death, they finally consented. The image completed, 
they tearfully fell asleep. During the night, they were miraculously 
transported by St. Demetrius to his church in Thessaloniki, where the 
image remained beside the saint’s tomb.55 
The obviously folkloristic features of this story no doubt explain 
the fact that it — or perhaps its written source — inspired one of the 
oral religious poems of Russia. These poems, the dukhovnye stikhi, 
ees to have been composed between the fifteenth and the seven- 
PELA were recited until recently by groups of itinerant pro- 
Em ibd One of them tells much the same story, though with 
maidens beco, ing modifications. The image embroidered by the two 
tríus and a Bas à magic carpet, on which, with the help of Deme- 
clutches VAN wind, they are carried through the air from the 
siege St. [UAE MPH to the safety of Thessaloniki. During the 
mounted Cue rises from the tomb and defeats the enemy, 
donkey, Finall he ut not without pointed symbolism, upon a white 
Thessaloniki: "d the poem names the barbarian ruler who besieged 
si 1380 bo the Tatar Khan Mamai, whose armies were 
of Moscow. 6 m the Russian forces, commanded by Prince Dimitri 
Performed sr rore attempt to graft the story of a miracle 
Tatars py a ji. Demetrius onto the historic victory gained over the 
Sure the aes prince who bore his name may serve to mea- 
Poetic imaa ct Which the cult of the Thessalonian saint had upon the 
ion of the Russian people. 
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"We have seen how the Russians, by linking the veneration for 
their national saints Boris and Gleb with the cult of St. Demetrius, 
created in their country a “copy,” or a “mirror-image” of Thessaloniki, 
But the mirror-image, in certain circumstances, could be used not only 
to reflect, but also to supersede, its model. As I suggested in my open- 
ing remarks, something of the kind was attempted on the political 
plane in the Middle Ages, when rulers and writers in several Slavonic 
countries began to lay exclusive claim to the heritage of Byzantium: 
the concept of the Empire's renovatio could thus be used to support 
the idea of its translatio. We must now, in conclusion, consider briefly 
how far the shift from imitation to substitution can be observed in the 
attitudes adopted by the Slavs in the Middle Ages towards St. Deme- 
trius and his cult. 

The idea that Demetrius has foresaken his city, has changed his 
allegiance and is actively assisting the enemies of the Empire, may well 
have originated in the attempt, made by the Bulgarian rebels, to seize 
‘Thessaloniki in 1041. The chronicler Scylitzes tells us that during the 
siege of the city the soldiers of the garrison spent a whole night in 
prayer by Demetrius grave, annointed themselves with the myron 
which flowed from his tomb, and on the next day sallied forth to 
inflict a crushing defeat on the enemy. The Bulgarian prisoners told 
the Thessalonians that, in the heat of the battle, they had seen a young 
Heater apie the Byzantine army and discharging fire which 
one e hae This, Scylitzes assures us, was St. Demetrius 
imeti perhaps only natural that the Bulgarians, who in the 
gas centuries repeatedly tried to free themselves from 
U ENESA were tempted to draw a lesson from their 

: t on their side the supernatural aid of so formidable 
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The Cult of St. 
y f St. Deme- 

in the appearance of Oleg as an avatar oi 
attempt to m 1034 iby the Danish scholar Stender-Petersen. He 
rius WaS deu the whole convincingly, that some of the stories in 
has argued. le, particularly those describing military strata- 


i nici 5 Assay 
es cie cycle of Viking sagas created by the Scandinavian 
ier of Byzantium. The story of how Oleg outwitted the 
mei 


ent of one of them. And it is possible, 
[isa us Ata tu the bizarre appearance of St. Deme- 
pied this tale was the work of the great Viking Harold Hardrada 
and his retinue, who served in the emperor's Varangian Guard and are 
believed to have been in Thessaloniki in 1041, the very year of the 
miraculous defeat of the Bulgarians by the city walls, described by 
litzes.9 

poss second attempt to appropriate St. Demetrius was made by 
the Bulgarians. As it is more widely known, I need only refer to it 
very briefly. In 1185, in northern Bulgaria, the two brothers Peter and 
Asen raised a revolt against Byzantine rule. The revolt became a war 
of liberation, and in 1187 the Empire was forced to acknowledge the 
existence of an independent Bulgaria between the Balkan Mountains 
and the Lower Danube. Byzantine dominion over this area, which 
had lasted for 169 years, was at an end. The contemporary Greek 
chronicler Nicetas Choniates, our main source for these events, states 
that in the early stages of the revolt Peter and Asen built in Trnovo, 
the future capital of the “Second Bulgarian Empire,” a church dedi- 
cated to St. Demetrius, and announced to their followers assembled in 
it that God had decided to restore their freedom to the Bulgarian 
js And, they added, "for this reason Christ's martyr Demetrius 
Fish the metropolis of Thessaloniki and the church there in 
10 Bulgaris dwelt among the Byzantines, and had come to them (i.e. 
of these. eee and support them in their enterprise.” The effect 
ü ms on the morale of the rebels was, as Nicetas himself. 
iki n hee the more so since a few months earlier Thessa- 

| captured by the Normans. 
pivot antes did all they could to deprive the Bulgarians of this 
they Raid; 9f psychological warfare. This became easier when 
ian King Kaloj Thessaloniki from the Normans. In 1207 the Bulgar- 
Latin Empire ea siege to the city, which was then part of the 
: he died i Crusaders. Just before he was to deliver the main 
loniang In mysterious circumstances. Once again the Thessa- 
their delivery to the intervention of their patron saint. 
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John Stauracius, the thirteenth-century Chartophylax 
iis of Thessaloniki, asserts that in the night Kalojen e PG 
wounded by St. Demetrius, who appeared before him in the ae 
warrior on a white. horse. This story, it is true, was viewed he i“ 
neni: w the contemporary Byzantine historian George "e "ux 
is symptomatic of the rivalry displayed by iM 
European ee dd the Middle Ages for the favors and the idees 
hiec di 3 mE The episode of Kalojan's death at he 
ERNA Tepa by the Thessalonians as a kind of revenge E 
per voe caben Peter and Asen to appropriate the 
We must not, n i 
^ e ie importance is ri 
nor try by dem is aue these factitious efforts eem 
ane) pea at y. It is doubtful whether they were ever 
temporary expedients or tactical maneuvers. 
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t he who reigns in that city is its 


the Christian. d master. Much the same, it seems to me, could be 
divinely APPO of St. Demetrius. To claim his special or exclusive 

ig of the ine flattered the national vanity of this or that Slav peo- 
favors ig Os embryonic nationalism was, in the Middle Ages, subli- 
cnt the belief that these countries were part of a wider and 
mated by * the Orthodox peoples of East- 


ter society. For the Slavs, as for all 
P Europe, St. Demetrius was not only a local saint whose cult had 


spread throughout the Greek-speaking world. He was also, in an 
exact and literal sense, ó yros THIS oikoupévrc. 
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CHAPTER XII 


BYZANTINE FRONTIER ZONES AND 
CULTURAL EXCHANGES* 


The vastness of the theme which I have been invited to discuss 
compels me to concentrate on selected geographical areas and a 
limited number of topics. The greater part of my material will be 
drawn from the history of Byzantium’s borderlands in Eastern Europe 
and in the North Pontic region: these comprise the northern part of 
the Balkan peninsula, the middle and lower Danube, the Crimea, the 
South Russian steppe, and the northern and north-eastern coasts of 
the Black Sea abutting on the Caucasus. The Empire’s Eastern fronti- 
rs, in Asia Minor and Transcaucasia, which will be discussed in other 
Ma i ie Congress, will be given only cursory consider- 
tlémes: 1 shall eae Propose to confine myself to three principal 
frontier zones >i empt to distinguish between different kinds of 
Empire in the oM ees the territory of the Byzantine 

the geographical Her Mad I shall then consider the role played 
ral diffusion uem physical environment in the process of cultu- 

i imperial frontiers. Finally, I shall attempt a 


(on of the main types of this diffusion. 


1. VARIETIES OF BORDERLANDS 


n t ru cae of Mediterranean culture from its mari- 
Nest nag EU ental Periphery, Fernand Braudel wrote: “Ce 
€ cent vies diffusées à la fois, ce n'est pas d'une, 


de cent fronti 
ÉL Ontiéres qu'il doi i 
Politique. pou doit être question, celles-ci à la mesure de 
celles-ta à la mesure de l'économie, celles-là encore à la 
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mesure de la civilisation.” And, he added, wi 
Mediterranean zone: “Il suffit de penser rel 
pour voir s'élargir ou se rétrécir sa Surface."! This ; 
equally applicable to those outer fringes of the Mediterr 
which lay on the periphery of the Byzantine Empi 
of this Empire were not only shifting and impei 
given historical period they cannot always be 
Even the military borders of the Empire, which h: 
racy when drawn on a map, often prove, when ex; 
to have been more notional than real. The Jim 
lower Danube, which in some periods came nearest to being a line 
without breadth, was overrun by the Slavs and Avars in the early 
seventh century, by the Bulgars in 680, and, though reconquered by the 
Byzantines in 971, was permanently lost to the Empire in the late 
twelfth century, Even during the reign of Justinian, when the Danube 
was still a more or less effective military boundary, the need to defend 
the Balkans against barbarian invasions caused the Byzantines to build 
some of their fortifications deep in the interior of the peninsula, as far 
south as Epirus and the isthmus of Corinth. Moreover, in some cases, 
particularly when the military frontier did not follow a line traced by 
physical geography (such as a river or a mountain range), it was skirted 
by a buffer-zone, and we have not a limes but a limen. Even the Taurus 

line, one of the most stable sectors of the Byzantine-Arab foe 

between the seventh and the tenth centuries, was open to regular eia 
incursions and was flanked by a deserted no-man's land which, ANE 
ing to Theophanes, stretched from Mopsuestia to Armenia T ar 
upper Tigris.? A similarly imprecise situation seems to have a VEA 
the Byzantine-Bulgarian frontier in Thrace after Krum’ Axe are 

Empire. The imperial fortresses of Serdica, Philippopolis, Adrion e 

and Develtus, which guarded this frontier, had all been ah S Boon 

Bulgarians between 809 and 814. After Krum's death in 8 S dica anil 

of this devastated frontier, and particularly the cities of Ser 

ili, lis, were left undefended.? È jer to 
d frontiers are even more varied in Pham po Be an 
define than military ones. A pen en eee level, such 
i ivi societies of co: z jui- 

bon mapas vice MP oa where a state of relative re 
librium could be expected to prevail and those between unter 

komna cand i of frontier the enco i 

and less civilized peoples. Across this type tine concepts) 109 

‘between civilization and barbarism (to use Byzani 


th reference to the central 
ligion, Culture, é 
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E re intense dif- 
aid | inbalance, and led to mo a 

nditions of culture Fernand Braudel, the gre 
" : i | de 
To : owerful the currents.* To take a Ha 
Aiea eect Byzantium and its neigh e 
x d the Black Sea were governed by 
i needs: the Empire was obliged to 
urope and to seek Vier eie 
dps hich were needed by its ec: 

import raw me d goods, whi s á 
oule ia P nabs. Similarly, the export of Byzantium's 


ically less advanced 1 f prime necessity to both sides: the 
am - uen em cum or potential enemies, dem 
Empire, by taming Ent mless and to bring them within its cultural 
hope to render them atk ruling classes of these more backward 
i dies ia particular cultural traits from Byzantium 
peni ess functional usefulness in solving a social problem or 
because p | need: thus commercial and ecclesiastical links 
crates s Nro stifed their appetite for objects of luxury, impres- 
DS Ira edocation: the use of Byzantine technological skill 
cubed ie to carry out difficult engineering projects, such as the 
building of bridges and fortresses; while the adoption of Byzantine 
Christianity brought them international prestige and gave to their reli- 
gious aspirations a new universal dimension. — : 
Cultural and political frontiers seldom if ever coincided. Byzantine 
civilization had its “internal” and "external" borderlands, the former 
Situated on territory which in a formal and theoretical sense was part 
of the Empire, the latter sometimes far beyond its political frontier. 
Thus in the more inaccessible highlands of the Balkan peninsula—the 
Rhodopes, the Pindus and the Taygetus mountains—Byzantium re- 
mained for centuries, and perhaps always, a shadowy power and an 
Christian master, „Whose provincial governors, tax collectors and 
"ien ea could be largely ignored. As an example of an 
si, where i ntier zone one could cite the forest area of central Rus- 


fusion e voltaj ; 

reno je, the relations b 
dic ele Danube frontier à 
beyond 8 nomic and cultural x 
powerful ecol ls from Eastern 


the eleventh and twelfth centuries the urban and already 
i lture of the Russi li if idvanc- 
ing at the cul | the Russian ruling classes was adva; 
Finnie Panne of the primitive pagan way of life of Slav and 
the V. Colonization of Suzdalia and the lands 
X Volga, of which 


e : the Russian historian Klyuchevsky 
an frontier E K resembled in many ways that of the North 
E EE s celebrated description of the human 
merican frontier? could be made to 
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apply in several respects to the border pioneers of central 
ern Rus’ in the Middle Ages. These cultural frontiers 

Europe, “internal” or “external”, divided from each other 
peoples which were increasingly marginal to the main 
Byzantine civilization. 


and north. 
in Eastern 
lands ang 
Centres of 


2. ROLE OF GEOGRAPHICAL FACTORS 
The lines which marked these cultural frontiers were often draw) 

by nature. Some of the more impermeable barriers were formed e 
forests. Procopius tells us that in order to maintain the Empire's m 
trol over the Tzani, who lived between Armenia and the Black Sea 
coast, Justinian carried out a systematic deforestation of the Strategic 
areas of their land: "he cut down all trees by which the routes chanced 
to be obstructed and, transforming the rough places and making them 
smooth and passable for horses, he brought it about that they mingled 
with other peoples." The Russians, at least before the thirteenth cen- 
tury, successfully defended their state, and their Christian civilization 
derived from Byzantium, by fortifying the fringes of the forest on their 
southern borders, into which their enemies, the nomadic horsemen 
from the steppe, ventured only with caution and difficulty. The no- 
mad's distrust of the forest, where ambushes were a constant danger, 
routes of retreat could easily be cut and his flocks attacked by wild 
animals, is exemplified more than once in the medieval history of Asia 
Minor: the wooded highlands of Pontus and Phrygia protected the 
Nicaean Empire in the thirteenth century from the Seljugs of Rum, 
while in north-eastern Anatolia the “Grand Comneni” of Trebizond 
maintained their independence for two and a half centuries behind the 
dense Screen of the Pontic forests, the “sea of trees” into which the 
nomadic Turks were for long unable to penetrate.* 

, Next to the forests, the most effective barriers to political expan- 
UTE cultural diffusion were mountains. The isolating role of some 
mentioned, Quin ranges of the Balkan peninsula has already un 
ine Empire hel 9f the most clearly defined boundaries of the Bos 
s pire before the thirteenth century was the mountain range 9 
fra southern Crimea, which separated the narrow coastline, set 
Hus Rd by Melüerrencun colonists, from the semi-arid be 

f the central and northern parts of the peninsula, inhabited PY 

nomadic tribes from the Eurasian steppe. The efficacy of this ee] 

icus enabled the Byzantine cities on the coast — Bosporus zm 
“pecially Cherson—to maintain their links with the government 
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tinople and to remain, in the words of Cice 
Aon to the fields of the barbarians.” ete 

Mountains, of course, were not always in fact obstacles to invad- 
ers nor barriers to cultural influence. Xavier de Planhol has observed 
that the Anatolian mountains proved to be much more of an obstacle 
to the Arabs, who relied for transport on the fragile and cold-fearing 
dromedary, than to the Turks, who used the tougher, fur-covered, 
two-humped Bactrian camel, which could adapt itself to the high- 
lands. As a result, the advance of nomadism at the expense of the 
farmer's life was much more pronounced on Byzantium's eastern 
frontier in the Turkish than in the Arab period." 

It is possible to be misled by the spurious solidity which natural 
boundaries seem to acquire when drawn on historical maps. On a 
physical map of the Balkans, for instance, the Haemus or Balkan 
Range appears as a continuous line, and one must make an effort to 
remember that the numerous passes which break its continuity were 
not only signposts for invaders from the lower Danube thrusting 
towards the Thracian plain, but also channels for the diffusion of 
Byzantine civilization into northern Bulgaria and Wallachia. The same 
may be said of rivers. The Danube in the Byzantine period was at 
least as much a line of communication as an obstacle to the move- 
ment of men, goods and ideas. The author of the Strategicon must 
have had the Danube in mind when he complained that the Slavs 
were of all peoples the most adept in crossing rivers.'! Some of the 
river-valleys of the Balkan peninsula, above all those of the Maritsa 
and the Vardar, were channels along which commodities and cultural 
influences from Constantinople and Thessalonica were carried in the 
Middle Ages to the Empire's neighbors in Eastern Europe. 

In discussing the role played by geography in cultural exchanges 
across frontier zones, the importance of climate must not be forgotten. 
During the early Middle Ages — approximately from the early sev- 
enth century to the late tenth — the boundaries of the Hye 
Empire in Europe roughly coincided with the division RO 
Mediterranean and the continental climatic zones. The M: ae 
zone formed a fringe of coastal plains round the Balkan pe ae 
and, at least in the cities, was inhabited by a Greek-speaking PPP 
tion whose economy was sustained by the olive, the vine mm He xem 
Whose way of life was profoundly affected by the proximity iei o 

continental zone of the North Balkan and Pindus aae Pon 
trast, has a climate of the central European type; and its 
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lation of Slavs, Bulgars, Albanians and Vlakhs was sus; 
agricultural or pastoral economy. In the central areas of the pen; 

in the neighborhood of the forty-second parallel, the natural bon 
ies between the two zones are the mountains of the Sar Planin ies 
the Skopska Crna Gora, and the hills of Sredna Gora. The prie s 
tal peoples who crossed this boundary were faced not only ue 
harsh contrasts of the Mediterranean climate but also with the ui " > 
miliar perils of wine and malaria. These environmental conditions, d 
they succeeded in surmounting them, hastened their absorption b d 

local Greek population. The Mediterranean man, on the other hanh 
who penetrated north of this climatic boundary, encountered no less 
formidable problems of adaptation: problems epitomized, in Sir John 
Myres’ words, by “the predicament of an oil-bred man transported 
beyond the frontier of butter-eaters.”!? It is significant that this cli- 
matic frontier zone coincided with the line dividing the Slav hinterland 
from those coastal areas of the Balkans which the Byzantines, between 
the late seventh and the late ninth centuries, incorporated as themes 
into the structure of the Empire’s provincial administration. It is 
broadly speaking true that the Slavs who, in the Middle Ages, settled 
in the Mediterranean region, became Greeks in language and culture, 
while the Greeks who ventured into the North Balkan continental 
zone were Slavicized in the course of time.!? These ecological prob- 
lems, posed by the crossing of climatic frontier zones, have not been 
sufficiently studied. They would seem to deserve further consideration. 


x 3. THE TYPOLOGY OF CULTURAL DIFFUSION 

. Writing of the frontiers of the Chinese empire, Professor O. Lat- 
timore has remarked: “an imperial boundary. . .has in fact a double 
function: it Serves not only to keep the outsiders from getting in but to 
Prevent the insiders from getting out.”4 And, after commenting on 
this passage, Professor Arnold Toynbee observed with equal justice: 
“The existence of a limes always in practice generates social inter- 
Course — and this in both directions — between the parties whom the 
barrier is designed to insulate from one another.”!5 

What main types of social intercourse can be observed taking 
place. through frontier zones of the Byzantine Empire? The most 
cer us was in the field of warfare. Facing each other across a forti- 
fied though not an impermeable /imes, the Empire and the *barbar- 
lans" could not fail to learn from each other's military technology. In 
A Passage written in 585, John of Ephesus admitted that the Slavs 
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invading the Empire had "learnt to fight better than 
eh As the context of the passage shows, this grasp of 
e included the mastery of siegecraft; and it is proba- 
d this art not only from the Avars, but from 
5 assage in the Strategicon of the Pseudo- 
j E i ery MEE may have been leaked to the 
Maurice 2o orum traitors who slipped across the Danube fron- 
p T zantines, for their part, borrowed readily from their 
liec The Ban enemies in the military field. In the late sixth and in 
rem centuries, for instance, the Byzantine cavalry took over 
w gt Avars the tactics of the mounted archers of the Eurasian 
P characterized by the rapid attack, the feigned retreat, recon- 
naissance, and the harassment of the enemy by methods of guerrilla 
warfare.!® j x 
Another field in which frontier zones proved susceptible to cultur- 
al osmosis was the economic one. A commodity which, in war as in 
peace, crossed the imperial borders in abundance was money. Apart 
from loot, which the barbarians brought home from their campaigns 
on Byzantine territory, the imperial government periodically paid out 
large sums to them in tribute. The vast subsidies which it disbursed to 
the Huns (6000 pounds of gold in 443 alone)? flowed across the 
Danube limes into Attila's realm. It is likely that this quantity of gold 
circulating in Pannonia was one of the reasons which, in the sixth and 
seventh centuries, attracted Byzantine merchants and artisans to the 
centers of the Avar Kingdom. And through the merchants who oper- 
Mn or beyond the frontier, in payment for Byzantine goods pur- 
© by the barbarians, some of this money must have eventually 


flowed i : z 2s 
Bh back to its source in Constantinople and other cities of the 


ho were the 
the Romans." 
i techniqui u 
he Slavs acquire 


ms E Roc case of economic “acculturation” across frontier 
Ss po veo the sedentary and the nomadic ways of life meet 
Were periods Mea other. On the Empire’s borders in Anatolia there 
farming ae nomadism encroached on the peasant’s 
teau could BA or reasons already explained, the Anatolian pla- 
the period Ah provide a permanent home for the Arabs. During 
been lloc ue invasions the advance of nomadism seems to have 
Turks. Du d to the lowlands of Asia Minor. By contrast the 
aid ia Tis eastern Anatolia, were able to occupy the high- 
border popuii more effectively their nomadic way of life on 
ns. The cultural pressure which the nomadic Seljuqs 
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exerted on the Empire’s eastern frontier was doubtles: 
cause of the rapid Turkisization of Anatolia; thoug! 
summer encampments tended to cluster immediately a 
zone, the nomads do not seem to have played a 
later deforestation of parts of Asia Minor.” 

In other frontier zones we observe the reverse process: the Tetreat 

of nomadism before farming economy. Often this process was spon- 
taneous, and due to the nomad's desire to exchange the hazards of the 
arid steppes for the greater security and higher material standards of 
an agricultural life. In the mid-sixth century the khan of the Utigurs, a 
Hunnic nomadic people living in the Pontic steppes, bitterly com- 
plained to the Emperor Justinian who had recently allowed a number 
of Kutrigurs, a neighboring and rival tribe, to settle in Thrace. “While 
we eke out our existence in a deserted and thoroughly unproductive 
land,” the khan wrote to the emperor, “the Kutrigurs are at liberty to 
traffic in corn and to revel in their wine cellars and to live on the fat of 
the land."?! The same desire to exchange a nomadic for an agricultur- 
al life may well have prompted the Bulgars to cross the Danube into 
the Balkans in the 670's. The Magyars, who settled beyond the 
Empire's northern borders, in Pannonia, in the closing years of the 
ninth century, seem to have begun to abandon nomadism some fifty 
years later; and it may well be that this transition to a farming econ- 
omy was hastened by Christian missionaries who came to Hungary 
from Byzantium. 

The role played by Christian missionaries in the shift from noma- 
dism to a farming economy in border zones is vividly illustrated in the 
account by a sixth-century Syriac chronicler, the Pseudo-Zachariah of 
Mitylene, of an Armenian mission to the Huns in the steppes north of 
the Caucasus. About 542 an Armenian bishop from Arran came to 
take charge of a Christian community — probably of Sabiri — some 
of whom had recently been converted by his predecessor. Our chron- 
icler tells us that this missionary, whose name was apparently Ms 
“built a brick church and planted plants, and sowed various kinds © 
seeds and did signs and baptized many." It is clear that he was d 
to convert the steppe nomads to a settled, agricultural way of life, am 1 
thus to provide a stable frame-work for the religious and SUM. 
growth of their community. The story becomes even more significa i 
‘if it is recalled that the north Caucasian steppes, where this mission 
operated, lay in the sixth century immediately beyond the dee 
‘north-eastern boundary, and that Byzantine diplomats. for stra 
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panine Fro | 
jitally interested in this sector: indeed we know that the 
ons, Wer pond of Maku's Armenian predecessor in this area 
e ported by Justinian's government. 
with military technique, money. material goods, and 
iod onomic production, Byzantine frontier zones also con- 
LU * je diffusion of political ideas and institutions. This prob- 
giu) a rge to be discussed in general terms in this paper: one 
lem is t00 ATAS noted, however, which shows that the political think- 
instance may be noted, V i 
Bum the statesmen in Constantinople could be directly affected by 
fie Ee between Byzantium and its neighbors on the Empire's 
borders. The Byzantines, like their Roman predecessors, endeavored 
to attach the neighboring barbarians to the Empire by treaties which 
imposed upon them the obligation of defending the Empire's frontiers: 
and they held that imperial territory was ringed by a chain of client 
states, whose rulers were partly subjects and partly allies of Byzan- 
tium. These foederati, or socii populi Romani, were supposed to 
guard the imperial borders in exchange for a regular subsidy, the 
Empire's protection and the right of self-government.? This concept 
of foederatio, which defined the status of the Empire’s subject-allies, 
was one which the Byzantine statesmen used to justify both to them- 
selves and to the outside world their claims to universal hegemony, 
Particularly in Eastern Europe and in the Caucasian lands.” It is 
worth noting that this concept, which proved of central importance in 
the history of Byzantine diplomacy, was born of conditions which 
prevailed for centuries on the Empire’s borderlands. 
aoe E type of contact and diffusion across the Empire’s frontiers 
specific at examined. It pertains to the realm of culture in a more 
Heo Word. Its most obvious example was the spread of 
Sani, ee to the Empire's neighbors. This phenomenon is 
rom Giles need do no more that enumerate a few cases, taken 
area, the du of the imperial frontier zone. In the Caucasus 
Verted in the aa i € Tzani, the Abasgians and the Zichians were con- 
strengthened NY by Byzantine missionaries, and this undoubt- 
nople. The Cri their loyalty to the central authorities in Constanti- 
tion of eki, limes also proved highly permeable to the radia- 
Mountains bet, nstianity: the Crimean Goths, who lived in the 
and who Sube the Steppe and the coastal zones of the peninsula 
h Mere admirably equipped to serve as intermediaries 
Orthodox c, "editerranean and the Eurasian worlds, were already 
tans in the early fourth century. In the eighth century 
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Iconoclast persecution caused an exodus of Iconophile monks 
southern Crimea; and from this frontier outpost they helpeq Es to the 
Christianity among the people of the Pontic steppe. C 
most important of the Byzantine cities in the Crimea, was capture, is 
the armies of Prince Vladimir of Kiev in 989 or 990; it was probabi 
in that city that the Russian ruler was baptized and the final Tone 
sion of his country was planned and initiated. It has been said that d 
classic example of *acculturation" is the situation described in the 
celebrated words: “Graecia capta ferum victorem cepit."5 It is no less 
true that Cherson took its Russian captor captive. In the Balkans 
Byzantine Christianity, crossing “internal frontiers”, spread in the early 
Middle Ages to Macedonia, Bulgaria and Serbia. This form of cultur- 
al diffusion was not confined to officially-sponsored Orthodoxy. In 757 
Constantine V transferred Syrian and Armenian communities from 
Erzerum and Melitene to Thrace, where they were used to garrison 
Byzantine fortresses on the Bulgarian frontier. This transfer of unruly 
populations from the eastern to the northern borders of the Empire 
had consequences which the Byzantine government could scarcely 
have foreseen or desired: some of them were Paulician heretics, whose 
dualist doctrines spread across the frontier into Bulgaria.?* 

The example of the Paulician sectarians in Thrace shows that the 
diffusion of religious beliefs across the Empire's borders was not only 
directed outwards, from Byzantium to the neighboring world. At 
times the influence was the other way. The question has often been 
raised as to whether Byzantine Iconoclasm, in its early phase, owed 
anything to the teachings of Islam and other religious movements 
Which proscribed the pictorial representation of the human form. 
Present-day opinion inclines to the view, strongly upheld by icono 
Phile Byzantine chroniclers, that the Emperor Leo III's decision t° 
attack the veneration of images in 726 was influenced in part " 
Islamic iconophobia. It is probable, however, that this decision HS 
prompted less by a desire to imitate the policy of the khalifes tha Y 
the situation which prevailed on the Empire's eastern borders. s vá 
fessor Grabar has shown, Iconoclasm in its early phase fou e 
Strongest popular support in central and eastern Asia Minor, pne 
the local population, only superficially hellenized, was subjected 
Proselytism of i sectarians, such as the Pauliciah ^. 
Sectarians lived in an environment in which Muslim mission") ©, 
any felt? It may well be that the early Iconoció "Pin 
Ors, Leo III and | ine V, were conscious of the need 
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yof their subjects in eastern Anatolia by supporting their 
ion to the veneration of images. If this view is accepted, one of 
vocem of Iconoclasm may be found in the religious beliefs of 
Mine communities on the Empire's eastern borders, beliefs which 
derived much of their strength from influences coming from beyond 
tier. 
is iEn frontier areas prolonged contact between the Byzantines 
and their less civilized neighbors created a kind of limbo, or no-man’s 
land, where the cultural boundary that separated Byzantine from 
“barbarian” was blurred and could easily be crossed in either direc- 
tion. In the eleventh century this state of affairs prevailed on the lower 
Danube, where the Byzantine officials of the theme of Paristrion lived 
alongside a motley collection of nomadic peoples who had filtered 
across the Danube. According to Michael Attaleiates, every language 
under the sun could be heard in this ethnic melting-pot. Professor 
Stănescu has recently drawn our attention to the term mixobarbaroi 
("semi-barbarians"), used by the Byzantine authors of the time to 
describe individuals or communities in this area whose origins or 
behavior showed that they were imperfectly assimilated into civilized 
society; and it is significant that this term applied equally to Byzantine 
citizens who were forgetting their civilized habits and becoming con- 
laminated by contact with true “barbarians”, and to foreigners who 
had gone some way towards absorbing Greek civilization.” This 
nous cultural climate, which made it as easy for Byzantines to 
pe into “barbarism” as it was for “barbarians” to acquire at least the 
Ten civilization, had long existed in the Danube borderlands. 
COD Rr of e Strategicon points out that some of the Slavs, espe- 
attracted ae who lived near the frontiers of the Empire, can be 
posa pa imperial service “by promises or gifts." One of these 
E EA no doubt the famous Chilbudius, who was appointed 
A commander of the Byzantine forces in Thrace and who 
SM p pated the Danube against his compatriots from 530 to 
bious ad ten Byzantines on the frontier succumbed to the du- 
AER us of the barbarian” life and “went native", we do not 
Account of s , Portrait of one such renegade is found in Priskos 
44g odd with a Byzantine embassy to anier ud 
Addressed him 7 Ttt a man, dressed as a well-to-do Hun, who 
that he wat in Greek. In an ensuing conversation he told Priskos 
been. taken @ Greek merchant from Viminacium on the Danube, had 
Prisoner by the Huns and had later purchased his freedom 
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and married a Hun wife. He now enjoyed social Privileges i 
realm, and much preferred his new existence to his forme 
Byzantine citizen. He justified this view by referring to th 
wars on the Empire's borders, the harshness of imperial taxatio 

the helplessness of the poor in their vain attempts to find P an 
the Byzantine courts against the lawlessness of the rich, Pra m 
attempt in reply to defend the imperial government fails to carry en 
viction; it was not unfairly described by Gibbon as “a Prolix and fie. 
ble declamation.” One is left with the impression that even moderately 
prosperous Byzantine citizens, at least in the fifth century, had Teasons 
for preferring the service of a “barbarian” master to the uncertainties 
of life on the frontier. 

Tt may be suggested in conclusion that several of the problems 
which I have sketched, all too rapidly, in this paper would require 
treatment in greater depth by a combined team of sociologists, geo- 
graphers and historians. Some of its shortcomings, I would venture to 
plead, could not easily have been avoided: for its theme is an integral 
part of the historical geography of the Byzantine Empire — a subject 
which, in her paper presented at the Byzantine Congress in Oxford in 
1966, Madame Héléne Ahrweiler rightly described as “une discipline 
hésitante dans ses méthodes et maitrisant mal ou peu ses instruments.” 
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Hadrian I, VI 226 oom 


Magyars, II 50 
Bulgarian Khan: II 38-9, XII 302 
Kulikovo, battle of: V 169 
AA: VI199 
1126,27, 28, XII 308 
L 


E 
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Leningrad: VI 201. See also St. Petersburg. 

Leo Ill, Emperor: 11 36, XII 310. 

Leo VI, Emperor: and Magyars, II 50; and 
Bulgaria, I1 49-50; novels of, IV 131 

Leo III the Isaurian, Emperor: see Leo Ill, 
Emperor 

Leo V the Armenian, Emperor: 1138-9 

Leo Choerosphactes: see Choerosphactes 

Leontiev, K.: VI 197 

Leontius, Prefect of Illyricum: XI 285, 290 

Leundavius]; VI 194 

Levchenko, M. 201 

Liber Sancti Johannis: X276 

Lim, river; 1148 

Lithuania: IV 113, 114, 135, V 169, 171, 174. 
See also Poland 

Liturgy: Slavonic, I 14, 18, 19, 11 44, 46, 

1 87, VII 207-16, VIII 222, 226, 

1X 245-56 passim; Roman and Byzantine, 
VII 207-16; Georgian, IX 250-51; attitude 
of Bogomils to, X 270 

Luidprand, Bishop of Cremona: 1 13,1149 

Lombards: 115, 1128-9 

Louis II, the German King of Bavaria: I 43-4, 
VII 206, 209, 210 

Ludmila, St. Life of VIN 232 

Lukas Chrysoberges, Patriarch of 
‘Constantinople: IV 128 


M 


Macedonia: XI 287, 289-90, XII 310; center 
of Slavo-Byzantine culture, II 49, IX 249; 
Slav penetration, II 30-1, 37; Avar attacks, 
1131; and Bulgarians, I 45, 48, 53, X 266; 


and revolt of i, 1i 62-6; 
mils in, II 57-8; Clement and Naum 

in, VIII 212, IX 249; and Glagolitic 
tradition, VIII 221 

Macrolivada: II 39 

Magyars:_ carly history, II 50; and Byzantium, 

a E eT 

attacks on Thrace I 55; and Pechenegs, 


11 56; and Russians, II 60; relations with 


in the Balkans, X 259, 264, 265, 267 
Manwikert, battle of: 15 
Manuel, Bishop of Smolensk: IV 142 
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Manuel I, EE 116, III 92, IV 145, 

146-48, X 275 

Manuel Il, Emperor: V 169, 178 

Maria Lecapena, wife of Peter of Bulgaria: 
154-5 


Maritsa, river; XII 305 

Marx, Marxism: 111 79, 81, 82, 101, 102, 
v1202 

Masslians: X 264-65, 267, 269, 270, 272, 
274,277 

Matthew, Metropolitan of Kiev: IV 150 

Matthew, Patriarch of Constantinople: 
IV 123-24 

Maurice, Emperor: 19, 1131, 32 

Maximus, Metropolitan of Kiev: Ill 118 

Mehmet Il, Ottoman Sultan: V 185 

Melitene: XII 310 

Menander Protector: 1128, 29, 30 

Mesembria: T 38, 39 

Mesopotamia: X 259, 263 

Methodius, St. of the Slavs: 
VII 205-216 passim, XI 282; mission to the 
Khazars, I1 40, VII 206; mission to the 
Slavs, 114, 18, I1 44-7, VI 206-11, 
VIII 220-21, 223, 225-31; and Slavonic 


i and Constantinople, 

1144-7, VII 208-13; disciples of, IX 246, 
249; Life of see Vita Methodii. See also 
Constantine (Cyril) St. 

Metrophanes, Patriarch of Constantinople: 


34 
Michael (Mityai), itan of Kiev, 14th 
century: IV 135, V 174 


Michael, Metropolitan of Kiev, 10th century: 
VIII 229 

Michael, itan of Kiev, 12th century: 
Ee cce 


Michael, Prince of Tver: IV 118, 119 
Michael If, Emperor: IX 245 


Michael lI, : 115, VI 193, IX 248, 
XI282; ia, 1145; relations with 
Khazaria, II 40-2; and Slavonic Churches, 
1144-5, VII 206, 214; IX 245, 250 

Michael VIII, Emperor: 11,6 

Mou 16, 1127, 11178- 80-1, 83, 84, 95, 

114, 116, V 168, 169, 171, 176, 183, 

UE DA Hei 
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Mstislav Il, Prince of Kiev: IV 146 
Myra, city of Lycia: 111 94-5 
Myres, Sir John: XII 306 


N 


Narentani: 1148 
Naum, St. di 
in St disciple of St, Methodius: 1148.9, 
Nestor, chronicler: Vita (Chteni i 
Gleb, VIIL233, IX 255, Vana Peer and 
Theodosius of Kiev, VIII 233, IX 252 
ian Primary Chronicle, Y 19, 142, 61.2. 
IV 109, 138, 139, 140, 150, 180; VI 193." 
VIL 215, VIII 219, 220, 222-31, 933," 
IX 252, 253, 255 à 
Nestor-Iskander: V 188 
Neva, river: 11 42 
Nicaea: TV 115 
Nicephorus I, Emperor: 1138 
Nicephorus I, Metropolitan of Kiev: IV 138 
Nicephorus II Phocas, Emperor: 157-8 
Nicetas, Metropolitan of Kiev: IV 149 
Nicholas I, Pope: relations with Bulgaria, II 46; 
and Constantine and Methodius, T1 44, 
VII 209, 210 
Nicholas I Mysticus, Patriarch of 
Constantinople: 112, 1152-4, 57 
Nicholas of Myra, St: II 94-5 
Nicomedia: 1156 
Nicopolis, town on the Danube: V 169 
Niemen, river; II 42 
Nifont, Bishop of Novgorod: IV 142, 143 
Nikoldy,N.K: VIII 222-23 
Nikon, Chronicle of IV 139-42, V 175 
Nikon, Patriarch of Russia: II 79, VI 194 
Nilus, Patriarch of Constantinople: V 175 
Niphon I, Patriarch of Constantinople: IV 119 
Nomocanom: IV 130, 131, 136, 143, 148, 154 
Normanist (and anti-Normanist) schools: 11 51 
Normans: XI 295 A 
Norsemen, Northmen: see Varangians, Vikings 


Deut 1143, 51, III 84, 86, V 180, 
[I1 234 


[^] 
Ochrida: See Ohrid ok 
Ohrid: XI 290; capital of Samuel of Bulgarias 
empire, II 62; submission to Basil II, 11 65: 
center of culture, 1149, VII 212; — 
archbishopric of, II 49, IV 153; seat 
ae 


Index 


XI 288-89 


ce of Kiev: capture of Kiev, 1151; 


; 1156, 61, VIII 221 
TV 113, 


rs 110,17, V 176 
Ono I the Great, Western Emperor: 


Ottoman Turks: See Turks 


157 


P : 
nism: in Russia, 143, 51, 56, VIII 221; in 
Bulgaria, 1148, 49, X 266; among Alans, 
157 
Palamas, Gregory, St., Archbishop of 
TTheselenica: IV 113, 114-15, 123, 126, 
V 183 
Pannonia, Roman province: XII 307-8; and 
work of St. Methodius, II 46-8, VIII 225, 
226; later missionary work, I 55, VII 21 
and Avars, II 29, 32; annexed by Bulga 
1139; occupied by Magyars I 50, 51 
Paristrion, theme: XII 311 
Patarenes: X 259, 276, 277,278 
Patras: 1138 
Paul, IV 138, V 187; and 
Gyrillo-Methodian tradition, VIII 225, 
226, X 265 
Paulicians: X 264, 267, 269, 270, 273, 274, 
277, Xil 310 
Ré XI291 
Pechenegs (Patzinaks): and Byzanti 
1155, 96,57, or and Knees lumi" 
Magyars, 17, 11 56; and Russians, 1 7; I1 56, 
60, 61; and Symeon of Bulgaria, 1150-1; > 
and alliance with Paulicians, X 273; — 
mnc: TI 31-2, 37, 38, XI 281-82 
Pereyadavets {Lite Preslav) on the Danube: 
SaL tesa. 158; captured by 
ia, Persians: and Zoroastrian wadition i 
HE and silk Toute from Chan Ta "d 
s wars wi ù e 
20,1127, S Ans Epi 12, E 
Ride "ym (626), 11 32 
Great, Emperor of Russia: II 79, 
82,87, 90, 95,97, 100, VI 195, 19 ^ 
154 of Kiev: TV 118, 119, 121, 


RterofSicly: X265 
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Peter, Tsar of Bulgaria: 117, VIII 229, X 267, 

268, XI 294 

Phasis: 14 

Philipopolis: 1I 45, 60, X 266, 273, XI 302 

Philotheus, Patriarch of Constantinople: 
IV 113, 115, 122-26, 128 

Phocas, Emperor: I1 31 

Photius, Patriarch of Consantinople: VI 108, 
XI 282; missionary work, I 14, II 44-5, 
IX 251; and Constantine, VII 206, 212; 
and Rome, IX 245; and Russians, I 16, 
1142, 43, 111 85 

Phrygia: XII 304 

Pimen, Metropolitan of Kiev: V 175. 

Pindus Mountains: XII 303, 305 

Planhol, X, de: XII 305 

Pliska, first capital of Bulgaria: TI 34, 63 

Poland, the Poles: II 90; influence of 
Constantine and Methodius, II 47-8; 
influence on Russia, III 87, 94 

Polish-Lithuanian state: III 78 

Polybius: 18,1127 

Pontus, diocese of IV 132, 133 

Preslav (Great Preslav) capital of Bulgaria: 
11 52, 55; school of Slavonic letters, 11 48-9, 
VII 212, IX 249; development under 
Symeon, II 49; captured by Svyatoslav, 
11.60; captured by Basil II, 11 62 

Prespa, lake: II 62 

Primary Chronicle: see Russian Primary Chronicle 

Priscus, historian: XII 311-12 

Procheiron: IV 131 

Procopius of Caesarea: 14, 10, XII 304 

Prodromus, Theodore: IV 138 

Prologue to the Holy Gospel: VINI 227 

Psellus, Michael: X 272 


R 
Rastislav, Prince of Moravia: II 44, VII 206, 207, 
209, 214, VIII 225, 226, 230, IX 245, 253 
Rhine, river: X 262 
Rhodope Mountains: XII 303 
Roman, Metropolitan of Lithuania: IV 113, 
114, V 17: 
Romanus, son of Bulgarian Tsar Peter; VIII 229 
Romanus Il, Emperor: 1158 
Romanus I Lecapenus, Emperor: I 1, 1153-7 
Rome: XI 288 e 
Rostislav, Prince of Kiev: IV 146-48, 149, 151 
Rumania, Rumanians: 1149, III 88-9 
Rus See Varangians 
Russian Primary Chronicle, X1292, 294 
Ryurik, Viking leader in Novgorod: 1143 


Sabiri: 1126, 28; XII 308 

Salona: sack of (c, 614) II 31 

Samander (Semender): I1 40-1 

Samo: I132 

Samuel Comitopolus, Tsar of Bulgaria: 116, 

Sar Planina: XII 306 

Sent: chen by Bolgarian d ed 

1 s, I1 39, 45; anc 

Basil II (campaigns), II 62 

Sarkel: 1140 a 

Sassanid Empire, See Persia 

Sava, river; 1128,32, 38 

Sava, St., Archbishop of Serbia: X 275 

E Vi 233 

wians: See Vikings, Varangians 

Sdaveni: 1127 

Sderus, Bardas: 1160 

Scylitzes, John, chronicler: XI 294-95 

Botan X11304 

Serbia, XII 311; and the Byzantine 
Empire, 1 11, 12, 18, I1 32, 48, 55; and 

ianity, II 32-3, IV 117-22; debt to 

Bulgarian 


', I1 49; and of 
Paie urge i 
X263, 275 


Shakhmatov, A.: VIII 223; Tal About the 
Tonkin of mb Vi 24,235,297, 
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han Dušan, 
Septen ker of Serbia: 110,12, 


Stephan Nemanj Žž 
‘anja, Grand Župan of Serbija; 
Stephen, Bishoj * 
phe 3 Bishop of Perm, St: VIN 235.37, 


Serategicon, military manual: XI 
SemeLG: VII — 97.38 
Svatopluk, Moravian ruler. I 

M RT ler 1147, Vill 225, 
Svyatoslav, Prince of Kiev: invasi 

1158, 60; and Byzantium, 11 58, aq. P^ 
Swedes: Sec Varangians 
Symeon, Grand Prince of Moscow: IV 120, 


Symeon, Russian monk: V 181 

Symeon, Tsar of Bulgaria: and 
110, 12, X267; claim to ders 
T 11,12, 17, I1 51-4; encouragement of 
Slavonic letters and Byzantine culture, 
11 49, VIII 228, 229, IX 249 


Syria, Syrians: 1136, X 262, 265, XII 58 


T 
Tarsus: 1158 
Tatars: Sec Me 
Tatishchev, V. N.: IV 143-47, VIII 228 
‘Taurus, mountain range: XII 302 
Taygetus mountains: XII 303 
Telets, Bulgarian Khan: II 38 
Terek, river: 1147 
Tervel, Bulgarian Khan; II 34, 35, 37, 39 
ia eax Friet; ike of uciien 
: M34 


Theodore, Metropolitan of Kiev: IV 146, 147 
Theodoretus, Metropolitan of Kiev: IV 122 
Theodosius of Tinovo, St.: X 278 
Theodosius III, Emperor 1139 — 
;, Metropolitan of Kiev: ^ 
114, 116, 118, 120, 121 
Theophanes, chronider: X 266, XII 302 
Theophanes the Greek, painter: A 
jarius: IL 


itan of Sebasteia: IV 139 
Tn Dopod ; Slav 
Thessalonica: VII 206, XI 28197 XI i, 


1131; and trade 
attacks, as kr 


Index 


__ 18, X11 305, 308, 310; Slavs in, 
So laren n. I 38-9, 50, 52, 55: 
Loan troops in, IT 60; Manichean sects 
Rus 966, 212, 273; theme of. U 375 


diocese of, IV 132, 133 
Tiberius II, Emperor: 1130 
Tiberius III, Emperor: 1134 
Tien Shan: 129 


Turks: See Turks 


Tounath, Turkish Khan: 1129 
Toynbee, A: 11177, 80, 97-9, XII 306 


15 

Tiebizon See IV 123-24, 154, XII 304 

Timovo: X 276, XI 283, 290, 295 

Turkestan: 1129 

Turks: Central Asian, I 2, 3, II 28, 29-30, 32, 
35; Ottoman Turks, II 89, V 168, 173, 
176, X 277 

+ XII 303 
4, 16, 11 24, XII 304, 309 
‘Taimisces, John: see John I, Tzimisces 


U 


Ukraine: 111 87, 91, 96 
‘Ural mountains: Il 36 


Uspensky, E: VII 200-1 
Utigurs: 1126, 28, XII 308 
Uz (Uzes): 1150 


V 
Valens, Emperor: 1138 
‘Vaettinus, Byzantine envoy co the Turks: 120, 
Van, lake: 14, 1124 
#17, 1142-3, 51, 56, 61, XI 
cade 56, 61, XI 295. 
Vanda tiver. Xil jos 
lienky, V.: V1 200 
ein 120, I 91, X1 288; 
n» Methodius in, VII 208, 
the Tae 247i expulsion from Tana by 
Account of migratie 
HIST nd gestion of scare 
v, 14245 0n Consaminople (860), 
Xü31 


Viki 


Vita Constantini: VII 208, VIII 225, 226, 227, 
230, 234, 235, 236 

Vita Methodii: VINI 225, 226, 235, IX 253 

Vladimir, Bulgarian ruler: Il 49 

Viadimir, city and principality: IV 114, 119% 
V 171, XI 290 

Vladimir, St., Prince of Kiev: XI 292, XII 310; 
and conversion of Russia, I 8, 19, II 61- 
TII 80, IV 117-18, VIII 219, 221, 222, 
228, 231, 233; relations with Byzantium, 
117, I1 61, IV 138, 151, 155 

Vladimir Monomakh: IV 140, 149 

Viakhs: XII 306 

Volga, river: 14,5, 6, II 24-6. 40, 42, 50, 
XII 303; trade of Volga Bulgars, Il 33, 42 

Vsevolod, Prince of Kiev: IV 141, 150 

Vsevolod III, Grand Prince of Suzdal and 
Vladimir: IV 150, XI 292 

Vyshgorod: Xl 293 


w 

Wallachia: XII 305 

Wenceslas, Prince of Bohemia, St: Life off 
‘VIII 233 


Y 

Yahya of Antioch: II 61-2, IV 110. 

Yanka, daughter of Vsevolod of Kiev: IV 150. 

Yaroslav, Prince of Kiev: appointment of 
Metropolitan, IV 139, 140, 141; and 
Slavonic literature, VIII 219, 222-23, 231, 
232, 234 


Yuri Dolgoruky, Prince of Suzdal": IV 145-46, 


[4 
Zachariah (Pseudo-) of Mit 
ariah (Pseudo-) of Mitylene, chronicler: 
Zadar (Zara): 1155 
us, tine en: ] 
me rm Woy to the Turks: 1129 
Zikhi (Zichians): 14,1124 


ianism: X 262 
Zyrians: VIIL235, IX 253 


